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PROLOGUE 

A GREAT period of Biblical criticism has come to a close. 
There are now few books published by Old Testament 
scholars as boldly progressive as Kuenen’s Onderzoek , 
Wellhausen’s Der Text Samuelis and Prolegomena , Kloster- 
mann’s Samuel und Konige ; and when, by a happy accident, 
such an able pioneering work as Gunkel’s Schopfung und 
Chaos is given us, it is to the author’s exaggeration of the 
points in which he appears to differ from Wellhausen that 
he owes some part of his success. Of the three critics first 
mentioned, two still remain to us. Klostermann’s work, 
however, has not yet apparently made its public; and 
Wellhausen, of whom it was once said, in Schiller’s words, 
1 War’ er besonnen, war’ er nicht der Tell,’ now feels himself 
‘ too old ’ to trouble himself about the 4 very latest criticism/ 
and can hardly be said to have put his full strength into his 
most recent work on the Old Testament. It is no doubt 
Wellhausen himself who has taught us to apply the highest 
standard to his books, and he may yet become more 
manifestly our leader. But so much at least may, without 
fear of contradiction, be affirmed, that the Old Testament 
teaching which is now in the ascendant is distinctively cautious, 
and that scholars generally confine themselves to work in 
narrow grooves, and use old even if improved methods. 
The contributions which these teachers and their disciples 
make to Old Testament study are therefore on the whole, 
however learned and sensible, not distinguished by originality ; 



2 


CRITIC A BIBLICA 


and when exceptions occur, it must be confessed that the 
basis of the new results is not always as sound as could be 
wished. It is, however, on the few scholars who are not 
afraid to be original that the hope of any considerable 
progress in our study depends. These investigators have 
at any rate an eye for problems, and are not of those who 
call a result ‘wild* because they themselves only know 
what they have been taught, and who confine the application 
of the term ‘ scientific * ( wissenschaftlich ) to their own 
inherited processes and conclusions. 

The Encyclopedia Biblica> of which I am one of the 
editors, is an honest attempt at a brave forward movement 
in the critical study of the Bible. It appeared to be time 
for scholars to throw off the fatigue not unnatural at the close 
of a great period, and to encourage one another to co-operate 
in the cause of progress. The plan of the work referred 
to was partly the late Prof. Robertson Smith’s, partly my 
own (submitted to him very near the close of his last illness). 
Co-operation between scholars of different schools was indeed 
indispensable, and it may be hoped was morally as well as 
intellectually profitable to all parties ; but, speaking especially 
for myself, it soon became more and more evident that at 
least one half of the book ought, if possible, to consist of 
what is commonly called advanced criticism. The literary, 
political, and religious history, the archaeology, geography, 
and natural history of the Old Testament presented numerous 
doubtful points, and a searching examination of the basis 
of received views seemed imperatively called for. Holding 
that the 4 truest truth 1 was not too good for the best students, 
and that merely to put forward clearly and learnedly the 
average opinions of scholars would have been to ensure the 
propagation of countless errors, I carried on (with all the 
help that I could get) the work of revising the basis of the 
existing Old Testament science ( Wissenschaft ). I seemed to 
feel that with an expanded point of view, and with new as 
well as old methods at my command, small indeed would be 
my merit if I could not discover many fresh facts. 

Both literary and historical criticism claimed my attention, 
and it appears no presumption to hope that much recon¬ 
structive work may be within my reach. Even though the 
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reform of grammars and lexicons (begun by Stade, Siegfried, 
and Kautzsch) must be left for a company of scholars in 
another generation, yet the growth of the Israelitish litera¬ 
ture and the external and internal history of Israel, besides 
textual criticism and exegesis, and some archaeology and 
geography, may, if health continues, yet occupy my pen. 
My first result is, I confess, a disappointing one. The study 
which I have given to textual phenomena leads me to the 
conclusion that very much of the learning expended on the 
explanation of the tradition is, so far as that purpose is 
concerned, thrown away. Grammars and dictionaries 
abound in words and forms which, though handed down to 
us by ingenious and skilful editors, have ultimately arisen 
from errors of the scribes. ‘ Ingenious and skilful, not 
• wild and rash,’ I call these editors, for I judge them to have 
been able and gifted men, even if narrow in their range, and 
arbitrary in their emendations and alterations. But to 
make these words and forms the subject of philological 
theories, and, after this, to comment upon the texts which 
contain them, and, last of all, to construct a history of Israel 
on the basis of the exegetical results of the commentaries, 
seems to me, I will not be so discourteous as to say ‘ wild 
and rash,’ but at least an error .which cannot but have 
unfortunate consequences. 

There is happily no occasion to speak sharply of 
individual scholars. The fault, if fault it be, is common to 
nearly all the current books on the Old Testament, including 
my own. Of course, those books are the fullest of critical 
improbabilities which enjoy the highest reputation for 
• caution and moderation,’ especially those which are mainly 
devoted to registering the average opinions of the scholars 
of yesterday and to-day. But even those who do not take 
the highest rank in the scale of critical orthodoxy, and who 
may relatively be called keen critics, are liable to the same 
errors of judgment when they cease to suspect the traditional 
text. And to this I must add that there is among some 
not unprogressive scholars a tendency to hero-worship, and 
to attach themselves to this or that master (say, Lagarde), 
who attained eminence in the last quarter of a century. 
This means that such scholars do not probe the wounds of 
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the text half deeply enough, and lack that wide acquaintance 
with the textual phenomena, with the habits of the scribes 
and editors, and with recurring types of corruption which 
has to be superadded to the rules applied by earlier scholars. 
There are some critical conjectures of Lagarde and his 
contemporaries which would, by not a few scholars, be 
regarded as virtually certain. Far be it from me to deny 
that some of these are really so, but I must express the 
deliberately formed opinion that the number of them is 
very much smaller than is commonly supposed. That a 
particular conjecture has met with a comparatively wide 
acceptance is not a strong argument in its favour. If you 
train up a sufficient number of scholars in the mechanical 
application of certain rules, you will, of course, obtain a 
concurrence of opinions in favour of those conjectures which 
follow most readily from the mechanical process referred to. 
But while some of the conjectures which are most generally 
favoured are doubtless correct, there are others, including 
some of those counted most plausible, which, if regarded 
from a wider point of view, fail to satisfy. It is the point 
of view among scholars which needs changing, needs at any 
rate a very considerable expansion, so as to admit new 
methods, leading to correspondingly different results. 

The only way to enable the student to comprehend 
what is to some extent a new style of criticism is to put 
before him a sufficient amount of continuous work, in which 
such criticism is exemplified. It is proposed to begin with 
the prophets. Then the reader will see why the present 
writer has abandoned the theory of prophecies of a Scythian 
invasion, and why he has come to the conclusion that the 
prophets often denounce the men of Israel or of Judah for 
falling away to Jerahmeelite (N. Arabian) religion. That 
Misrim (on which land and people see Winckler in Schrader’s 
Keilinschriften , i., ed. 3 ), Jerahmeel and Asshur (Ashhur) 
recur so frequently in the later prophetic writings will not 
surprise us when we have more fully grasped the continuity 
of the literary tradition, and the fondness of the later 
Hebrew writers for archaism. Very naturally, there is not 
so much in the prophets, thus critically interpreted, to shock 
or (maybe) attract as in the narrative books. But it is just 
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for this reason that the prophets have been selected. Before 
very long the Book of Psalms will be commented upon in 
print anew by the present writer on the basis of a similarly 
revised text, and it will be convenient to thoughtful readers 
to have also by them a summary of the results of a long 
period of critical study of the prophets. Those who will 
may prepare themselves for the reading of both works by 
a study of articles in the Encyclopedia Bzblica , and, in due 
time, of a condensed sketch of the history of Israel now 
ready for press in a comprehensive historical work. He will 
there see, inter alia y how much light the new Jerahmeel- 
Musri theory can throw on Hebrew names. New problems 
in onomatology are opened and partly solved by its help. 
It is possible, indeed, that some of the geographical passages 
in the Old Testament, which apparently relate to N. Israel, 
were derived by the ancient compilers (P and the Chronicler) 
from documents referring to the Negeb. Still, even if this 
be true (the theory explains many difficulties), enough 
evidence from names both of places and of persons still 
remains to suggest that there was a large Jerahmeelite, i.e . 
N. Arabian, element in the pre-Israelitish population of N. 
as well as S. Canaan. It will also be seen that except on 
the theory that there were N. Arabian border-lands called 
Misrim and Cush (or Cusham) very many passages of the 
Old Testament hardly admit of a consistent historical ex¬ 
planation. And then it will become more probable than 
ever that the Exodus of Israel was from Misrim and not 
from Misraim (Egypt), and a fresh light will also be thrown 
on the new problems of the migration of the Hebrew tribes, 
to which Prof. Steuernagel in Germany and Mr. H. W. Hogg 
in England have given so much attention. The present 
writer’s experience, however, of the difficulty which many 
persons, preoccupied by the older teaching, have felt in 
putting themselves at his point of view deters him from any 
attempt at a premature exposition either of his principles of 
textual criticism (in so far as they are at all distinctively 
his own) or of the reconstruction of history, geography, and 
onomatology to which his researches lead. These principles 
and that reconstruction require the basis which will shortly 
be set before the reader. They are not adapted to the 
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swift perusal required for examination purposes; it is 
indeed to a harder work and a closer personal intercourse 
than is expected by the ordinary student that the writer, at 
this stage in his researches, invites his reader. Imperfections, 
doubtless, abound in the following work, but it is believed 
confidently that even those errors and imperfections will 
be found to point towards the truth. And not a few 
positions are taken up from which it is hardly conceivable 
that the writer can be dislodged. 

In conclusion, it may not be out of place to make four 
observations. The first is that the early introducers of the 
* higher criticism 1 into England and Scotland were accused, 
just as the present writer (who happens to be also one of 
that company) is now accused, of a want of caution and 
common sense. The second, that to judge of the results of 
one method by canons derived from the application of 
another method would be unfair. The third, that though 
the results of the older methods are not often referred to in 
this work, this is simply for the sake of putting the new 
points more clearly, and Haupt’s Sacred Books of the Old 
Testament (Hebrew edition) will enable any reader to supply 
the deficiency. The fourth, that advanced criticism need 
not involve the disparagement of the work of a more gently 
progressive scholarship, nor on the other hand need a 
specially cautious scholarship hesitate to * lengthen its cords 
and strengthen its stakes' by the aid of more * audacious 1 
workers. 
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ISAIAH 

CHAP. I.—The key to the historical problem of this prophecy 
(apart from the appendix) is the discovery that the ‘ Syro- 
Ephraimitish war ’ was really a Jerahmeclite invasion (see on 
chap. vii.). Ephraimites could not be called crn (v. 7 ). 
— Vv. 7 £-9 should run thus— 

hddd jvstq mmm : nn« D'lt mtoS □dtid'tn 
no xb mvi rvmas mrr brb • nmpca nrfoM mil 

: imm 'imn dw^d rosrroD 

Here there is one alteration, D8TD for OTDD. It is 
probable that the original story of Sodom spoke not of 
OTD but of DtDID, which was corrupted first of all into DDlp. 
The proper phrase for the ruin of the doomed city was 
therefore not 'd rosno but DIC'D'o. The words ml 'BnD3 
at the end of v. 7 should be DBPO 'sno3 ; these words stood 
in the margin as a correction of OTDD SWM (v. 9 ). norm 
which precedes, is a corruption of D^BTiT, which was a 
marginal gloss on p'S-m (v. 8). The words HTO3 TM 
(v. 8, end) probably come from fin fwom"; ‘ Jerahmeeel ’ 
and ‘Rezon’ were mentioned in a marginal gloss as the 
« foreigners ’ (mi) who ‘ consumed ’ the land. See on vii. 1 . 

i. 19 /. The ordinary explanation of v. 19 is in¬ 
evitable as the text stands, but it produces a poor sense, 
and if the reading of v. 20 , suggested in E. Bib., ‘ Husks,’ be 
adopted, it will compel us to relegate vv. 19 / to the margin 
as a later insertion. But now that we have the key to 
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chap. i. ( it is plain that vve should correct thus, keeping the 
passage for the great prophet— 

Dinot iDNorrDNi : i?ep rv>3 Drumon iinjvdn 

: 137 mrr ’D o byn n^pirv 

Obedience should be rewarded by victory over Beth- 
missur; disobedience should be punished by exile to 
Jerahmeel. 

i. 29-31. (terebinths? sacred trees?) should 

be ?NDnT; on the connection of Jerahmeel-worship with 
gardens or plantations of trees, see Isa. lxvi. 17, Jer. ii. 20, 
23. In v. 31, Lagarde rightly reads ;pnn ; mw should be 
113 P 1 , and pJTO, as Ruben has remarked, should be P'ism, 
‘thorns.’ The ;an was probably a pillar devoted to the 
Jcrahmeelite Baal. 

Chap. ii. 6-22 cannot be properly understood without a 
comprehension of the profound religious influence exercised 
upon Israel and Judah by the Jerahmeelites. Two passages 
specially call for mention.—(a) V. 20. ‘ In that day a man 

shall cast his silver and his gold D’Ww to the rats (?) or 
moles (?) and to the bats.’ But (1) why should any of these 
animals be mentioned ? and (2) the existence of such a word 
as niDlsn (from Vian, ‘to dig’?) cannot be proved. No 
one familiar with the types of textual corruption can doubt 
that rniQ isn and Q’sbtas have both arisen out of corruptions 
of D'Snqht. Either (see E. Bib., ‘ Mole ’) the Jerahmeelites 
are mentioned as the makers of the idols, or ViT is a gloss 
on Comparing v. 8 and xxxi. 7, we may pronounce 

in favour of the second view. We are now enabled (1) to 
account for the word dMn, ‘ idols,’ and (2) to confirm afresh 
the view that popular Israelite religion was largely of Jerah- 
meelite origin. In all the passages where the word abbn 
occurs in the sense of ‘ idols,’ the writers may be presumed 
to have a consciousness that the idols of the Israelites were 
largely images or symbols of the Jerahmeelite Baal and his 
consort. That very late students of the O.T. connected 
□ with Sn (Sym. uvvTrapicToi) is no argument at all 
For a parallel to the gloss in v. 20 see Hab. iii. 18, rntoS 
D->dS»n abbs, where d-dSn probably represents D'^onr (a 
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gloss on D ’b'bt*). It is also highly probable that the abrupt 
and obscure clause f^rr D'WsiTI has arisen out of 

Q^NOnT D^V^NiT), a gloss meaning, ‘ now ha-elilitn is 
yerahme'elim' Cp. in xxi. I. In short, sometimes 

by an error of the scribe (see e.g ., on Ps. xcvi. 5 > xcvii. 7 )> 
sometimes by deference to popular usage, 'eltl has taken the 
place of yerahme el. 

( b ) V. 6. Every part of this verse is difficult. Con¬ 
tinuing the attempt to clear it up made in SBOT, the 
following solution of the problem may be offered. Read 

ips " 1 rvDOTN nnBHaa "9 
i vbo ■’a 

! ’ID©?! f 7 «onT 

Line I—N mistaken for 5, 1 for “J. Line 2 mpo, as in 
ix. ii, Gen. xi. 2 , xiii. ii, from ShditT. 'nr is here used 
in the sense of ‘ soothsayers.’ Line 3—has had no 
satisfactory syntactic explanation. We need a verb ; cp. 
Jer. xxiii. 31, and note the reading in a MS. of Kenn. 
potO 1 ' (for ponr). Line 4—'is impossible ; we might 
read 1 (Ex. vii. 11), but Am. viii. 14 suggests ■’OTTO. 
a might conceal But it is more likely that the 

most general term would be used for the Negeb where the 
venerated sanctuaries were. The final b in ?Nom”i an 
is sometimes corrupted into 3 (]). IDBO " 1 is due to 

Kohler. 

ii. 13, 16. The ‘cedars of Lebanon’ need a moic 
complete parallel than the ‘ oaks of Bashan.’ The ‘ south¬ 
land ’ is nearer to Isaiah’s thoughts than the snows of the 
northern Lebanon. JB1, as often, should be ]W 3 . The 
mountains of Cushan were called, as it appears, sometimes 
Lebanon (cp. the southern names, Libnah, Libni, Lebanah 
(Ezra ii. 45—the ‘Nethinim’ were Ethanites), sometimes 
Gebal or Gebalon (see 1 K. v. 32, and cp. E. Bib., ‘ Solomon,’ 
S 3). Possibly, indeed, ‘Lebanon’ may sometimes have 
been miswritten for ‘Gebalon.’ ‘Ships of Tarshish’ is far 
from probable in this context, ttrann comes by an editorial 
error from TiBN, i.e. the southern Asshur ; nva» no doubt 
should be JY13D1N ; cp. the ‘ palaces in Asslnir', Am. iii. 9. 
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iii. 24 


monn nv!3t&, as the parallelism shows, should be iTODtDD 
^onr. 

Chap. iii. 24. ^ronriD. Read niD^n; trahsposition 
and corruption of letters (a = n). 

Chap. v. i b . Read Wottr Tip}. The mention of 
the defences of the vineyard now receives a new meaning, 
jots occasionally (eg. x. 27) comes from ^gqt. Cp. SBOT\ 
p. 83. The reference is not to the Cimmerians (Peiser and 
Winckler, E . Bib., col. 2195), but to the N. Arabians.— 26. 
Read pimo V U, and cp. on viii. 9, xiii. 5, Jer. viii. 19. 

Chap. vi. 4. Read rropN, ‘posts* (2 K. xviii. 16). 

vi. 13. The disputes as to the interpretation of MT, 
and as to the originality of the closing words (which may 
seem intended to soften what goes before), need not be 
summed up again. Textual criticism throws a new light on 
the passage. Read— 

pm 1 And should there yet be a remnant therein, 

'"Qtpi It shall again be destroyed, 

OTJJ? J'V^O •>? For consumption (shall be) on its plants, 
And failure of fruits on its sprouts.* 

rr^to and p^o both represent p^D. rrrQSD errp ir» is 
a scribe s second attempt to make sense, by transposition and 
manipulation of letters, of a corrupt passage. 

Chap. vii. The historical difficulties of the story of the 
invasion connected with the names of Rezin and Pekah are 
very considerable. To remove or even lighten these we 
must have recourse to textual criticism. Corrections, which, 
being paralleled elsewhere, are at any rate possible, become 
probable when they lead to a connected and intelligible view 
of the events referred to ; see E. Bib., ‘ Rezin.’— V. i has 
been taken by the redactor with a small variation from 
2 K. xvi. 5. Apparently it was substituted for some fuller 
account, which was either indistinctly written or contained 
some statements which did not fit in with the redactor’s 
historical theory. The two views may perhaps with 
advantage be combined, but at any rate the place improbably 
assigned to Pekah, Israel, Ephraim, and Shomeron (Samaria) 
in the composite narrative sanctioned by the redactor, 
justifies one in supposing that here, as elsewhere, the 
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narrative has been editorially manipulated. In Isa. vii. 2-25 
and viii. the names Pekah and Israel do not occur. 
Shomeron, it is true, does occur twice (vii. 9, viii. 4), but this 
appears to be due to the redactor. Ephraim occurs four 
times (yv. 2, 5, 8, 9), but one of the four passages must be 
a later insertion, and in the other passages tnD» may be 
corrupt (see on vv. 5, 8, 9)* We need not linger on v. 1, 
but have to mention that 2 K. xvi. 5 (from which v. 1 is in 
the main taken) has probably also been manipulated, and 
that ‘Israel’ may have been accidentally miswritten for 
« ishmael,’ and ‘ Pekah ’ for some other name such as Pir’am 
( = Ephraim ?). See Josh. x. 3. [Possibly, however, ‘ Pekah’ 
was arbitrarily inserted.] That Rezin’s ally was the prince 
of a N. Arabian people is suggested by ix. 11 (sec note). 

In v. 2 nri3 is not a likely word ; 2 S. xxi. 10 is in 
quite a different"style. Nor is ‘lighted upon Ephraim’ at 
all a suitable sense. The easiest correction is mn, which 
with means ‘to encamp against.’ If this be adopted, 
trow must be the name of a city. A city with this name 
is mentioned in 2 S. xiii. 23, where, as several scholars have 
pointed out, may be a corruption of ;nDi>. It has not, 

however, been observed that Absalom’s Ephron was almost 
certainly in the Negeb. There, too, the city mentioned 
probably in Isa. vii. 2 must have been. According to 2 Chr. 
xiii. 19, ‘Ephron’ was one of the cities which Abijah took 
from Jeroboam ; these cities were in the Negeb (cp. E. Bib., 

‘ Rehoboam ’). There was, in fact, a constant rivalry between 
Israel, Judah, and ‘ Aram’ (the southern Aram), as to which 
of these peoples should possess the ‘holy land’ of the Negeb 
(cp. E. Bib., ‘ Prophet,’ § 6). Not being opponents of the 
Chronicler, let us frankly accept his statement that Ephron 
had passed into the occupation of Judah before the time of 
Ahaz, We can now more clearly understand why Ahaz and 
his people trembled. Their anxiety was twofold, (1) for their 
much prized possessions in the Negeb, and (2) for Judah, on 
the road to which the Arammites now were. 

vii. 3. ‘Go forth to meet Ahaz, thou, and Shcar- 
jashub thy son.’ The phrase m®; “if?® occurs in x. 21, in a 
passage which recent critics (including Dill.-Kit.) hold to be 
a later insertion. Here the phrase is supposed to be taken 
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from vii. 3, and just afterwards another phrase (ti!U ^n) is 
taken to be borrowed from ix. 5, i.e. from the dose of the 
same section which contains the mention of the boy called 
Shear-jashub. It is remarkable, however, that Till is not 
(apparently) used in x. 21 in the same sense as in ix. 5 (see 
Dill.-Kit.), and we shall see that in reality 'l 'n owes its 
existence in ix. 5 to corruption. We have also recognised 
that in the true text of chap. vi. there is nothing which 
favours the idea that the preservation of a ‘ remnant ’ was a 
part of Isaiah’s prophetic teaching. Judging from the 
analogy of the names Immanu-el and Maher-shalal-hash-baz 
(we reserve the question as to the correct reading of the 
names) there ought to be underneath iw> “in© some other 
name closely related to the circumstances of the kingdom of 
Judah at this time. Can we doubt what this name must 
be ? There is at any rate much probability in the easy 
correction 33 B; iBn, ‘ Asshur will return.’ Isaiah knew or 
suspected that Ahaz was about to invoke the help of Asshur 
against Aram. He had also a prophetic certitude that 
Asshur would not fail to return in a different character—/.*, 
as Judah’s conqueror. That a ‘ remnant ’ would * return ’ or 
turn to God was a characteristic post-exilic hope. 

vii. 5. Omit irrWiTi DIDN. It is an incorrect 
variant to 'cn J11 dint (v. 4). The scribe who first wrote it 
wrongly supposed that the ally of Rezin was the reigning 
king of Israel or Ephraim. The mistake would be all the 
easier if the original reading was either dnid (cp. Josh. x. 3) 
or followed by 'di p. 

vii. 6-9. Sec SBOT. For Wia read Srpin (see E. Bib., 
‘Tubal ). The southern Tubal is meant. For p©OT 
read DB13, and for H2B Bom D’DB read probably rj3B 
(Bon tWDB represents D03 OB3, a dittographed correction of 
pBOT). What Isaiah means is briefly this,—The anxiety of 
Ahaz is at present needless. Aram is not strong enough to 
take Jerusalem, and within a year will itself be plundered by 
Asshur. The time, however, is at hand when, without faith, 
Judah too will be exposed to irremediable ruin at the hands 
of Asshur. Will Ahaz and his people in the short interval 
obtain faith? Observe that Isaiah is well assured that 
quite apart from the meditated request of Ahaz to Asshur! 
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that formidable king^ nourishes designs against the Negeb 
and against Judah.— V. 9 a is an insertion of the redactor. 
If we point jtid w, the passage states what is incorrect; the 
southern Ephraim did not constitute a kingdom by itself, 
nor did it belong to ben-Remaliahu. Cp. on viii. 4. (The 
usual view that 'ill D'toW TI211 is a misplaced interpretation 
loses its plausibility when textual criticism has been applied.) 

vii. 14 / The discussions on ^ 1302 ? still continue 
(see E. Bib., * Immanuel *). It may, however, perhaps 
be doubted whether Isaiah would have approved of such 
a name as ‘God is with us' (cp. Am. v. 14, and Porter's 
remarks, quoted in E . Bib. y col. 2163). That Yahwe was on 
the side of the pious community, and would ultimately prove 
this by a signal interposition, was a characteristic post-exilic 
faith (cp. Ps. xlvi. 8, 12). We do indeed meet with bn 13 G 2 ? 
in Isa. viii. 8, 10, not as a proper name, but as a statement 
(see Marti) of the futility of the assault upon Judah made by 
the assembled peoples (read, in v. 8, 'ds ^>). This assault is 
a part of the theme of the later eschatology. Nothing but 
a bold and yet methodical conjecture will open the secret of 
WttDS. Like piD2? and WiDD (Num. xxvi. 12, 1 Chr. iv. 24), 
it is a corruption of bnom\ But 'nT is not the whole name. 
The rest of the name must be hidden in BIT) HNOn. 
Alas! how often we suppose that we understand the unin¬ 
telligible ! These three words are no doubt grammatical 
enough, but what is the sense of them here ? A later writer, 
in v. 22, explains that the land having gone out of cultiva¬ 
tion, owing to the invasion, those who are left in it will be 
reduced to pastoral fare. How far-fetched ! The truth 
most probably is that nnon and bin' (cp. on lxvi. 17) are 
corruptions of ^NDnv, and represents the verb which 

has to be combined with ^onr. What that verb is, we 
learn from v. 16; it is ntsPi. Thus the name becomes 
‘ Jerahmeel will be deserted.' Cp. viii. 4. The result is of 
much historic interest. But the redactor’s transformation of 
the name is felicitous from the point of view of edification. 
The rest of v. 15 is, of course, a late insertion. 

vii. 16 gives the reason for the name. Before the 
child referred to can distinguish between the wholesome 
and the harmful, jntri bnnm' rrrsn. This must have 
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been the original reading. ncHN for VlT, and pp for tznD are 
in accordance with frequently recurring types of corruption. 
The redactor expanded this in order to make sense of a 
dittographed but corruptly written ^«DnT, which intruded at 
the end of the verse (rr:&D).— V. 18, (cp. xix. 6, 

xxxvii. 25). 

Chap. viii. 1, 3. Winckler’s view of viii. 1-4 ( AOF^ 
i. 168 ff.) seems to me impossible; his textual criticism is 
imperfect An older critic, Hitzig (Jes. 9 p. 96), has a claim 
to be heard first He thinks that the child whose birth is 
announced is * evidently the same as the child to be named 
Immanuel/ At any rate, the essential part of the name in 
viii. 1 is I 7 $ri ^ndttp, ‘Jcrahmeel will be deserted/ It is 
true, this simple name has received accretions. IB 73 N Dins, 
‘with a common man’s pen/ should almost certainly be 
fpNSOQP mim. inob (in spite of the current learned 
explanation of b) comes from Sndttp ; bbw is a dittographed 
; 71 comes from 71 R That Isaiah actually put more 
than one name is improbable. If'n VrT is right in vii. 14, 

surely it is also right here. In v. 3 the precedence of ino 

( = ; nT) favours this conclusion. 

viii. 4/;. Read TElf? nN 7 DBTD f?NDnv 

YUDN qSo. The redactor, who had a corrupt text before him, 
inserted poo to match ptDDT 

viii. 6. Read probably—rrsnr DOT DSP pr 
]17 pn ns*] [^Nonv]. The meaning of 

boShtt DnS has never been clearly made out; the words 
indeed are corrupt, D 7 DD 7 = lD 73 D 7 ; D 7 D for © 73 , as lxvi. 20 , 
Ezek. xxiii. 6, 1 2, etc. 

viii. 23. That this verse belongs to the redactor 

may be admitted. But he had some literary basis, including 
probably the words Tinp 3 pN7 Snotbt pN.— V . 23 b appears 
to have grown, through corrupt repetitions, out of a very 
simple gloss, f?Norrr IT?, ‘ Jcrahmcelitc Arabia/ i.e. the 
districts of the Negeb which were connected with Ishmacl 
( = Jerahmcel) and the Xaphtuhitcs ; cp. on xxx. 32. (If 
‘Naphtali* is right, it will be a southern Naphtali, but 
Naphtuhi and Naphtali seem in several places to have been 
confounded.) 

Chap. ix. 1-6. See SHOT, pp. 89, 195. As to the 
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royal name, at any rate, we can now get much further. 
Profiting by experience of typical errors of the scribes, we 
may venture to hold that 'QN [Yiia] h# p is a corruption 
of TIN WlBT, which should of course be 'or* YON, * mighty 
one (= protector) of Israel ’; Til may be omitted as a 
variant to YYN. The 2 ? in Y2>, and also that in j>2>, may have 
arisen from a dittographed ^ ; 22 for ID is the substitution of 
one sibilant for another, Y in *?NYtT fell out. n*?Q may, in 
the light of <j§’s ayyeXos, be corrected into yn^d ; V of course 
will mean mn\ It is now time to look behind and in 
front. The obscurity of mtDD appears from Aq. fierpov y 
Theod. and Sym. 7 rcuSela, (cp. Tg. nttoin) ; v. 6 shows that 
a synonym for is desirable; read in both lines mfltDTT. 

which is not very happily connected in © and MT 
with mmon, should be mm rrtDD-f?*. Thus w. 3, 6 
become— 

For a child is born to us, | a son is given to us, 

And salvation comes | on Yahwk’s anointed, 

And the angel of Yahwfe | calls his name, 

Protector of Israel, | Prince of prosperity. 

Abundant is salvation | prosperity has no end, 

On the throne of David, etc. 

ix. 7-x. 4. The problems arising out of this section 
can now be much more nearly solved. According to 
Delitzsch ( Isaiah , E.T., i. 251 ff.) the ‘first commission’ 
(vv . 8 f) of the personified divine oracle ‘ is directed against 
Ephraim, which is so little humbled by the misfortunes 
experienced under Jehu (2 K. x. 32) and Joahaz (2 K. xiii. 3) 
that they are presumptuous enough to substitute for bricks 
and sycomores hewn building stones and cedars.’ I n vv, 10 
however, c the range of vision widens to the whole of Israel ; 
for the northern kingdom has never had to suffer from the 
Philistines, whereas an invasion of Philistines into Judah 
actually belonged to the punitive judgments of the time of 
Ahaz, 2 Chr. xxviii. 16-19.’ O n vv * 18-20, Delitzsch 
remarks, ‘how easily the unbrotherliness of the northern 
tribes towards each other can turn into united hostility 
against Judah, has been sufficiently proved by the Syro- 
Ephraimitish war, whose consequences arc still going on, 
even now when the prophet is prophesying.’ On x. 1-4, 
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however, he merely assumes that the unjust judges, those at 
least who do not fall in war, will be deported into the land 
of exile—Assyria. 

All this, however, needs complete revision. The course 
of the prophetic poem is as follows. A N. Arabian invader 
has been commissioned against Israel, i.e. against S. 
Israel, viz. Judah and the Negeb (which was partly occu¬ 
pied by the northern Israelites, partly by the Judahites). 
More particularly the doomed people is called ‘Ephraim 
and the population of Shimron,’ i.e. the inhabitants of 
districts of the Negeb bearing these names. In v. 20, how¬ 
ever, we hear of Manasseh and Judah, as well as of Ephraim. 
That Israelites of Manasseh and Ephraim dwelt in the Negeb 1 
appears from a thorough criticism of Josh, xvi., xvii., and 
1 Chr. vii., also probably from 2 Chr. xv. 9, xxviii. 12, xxx., 
xxxiv. 6, 9 ; the ‘ Negeb of Judah’ is of course a standing 
phrase, which must have had facts to justify it (cp. 2 Chr. 
xxviii. 18), ‘Ephraim’ indeed virtually =‘Jerahmeel’ (1 S. 
i. 1, ix. 4, etc.). That those who uttered the vainglorious 
boast in v. 9 dwelt in the neighbourhood of the Shephelah, 
is shown by the reference to the sycomore trees (cp. 1 K. 
x. 27). We have also seen already that Rezin, who is men¬ 
tioned by name in v. 10, invaded Judah from the south. 
The reference to Aram and the Pelistim in v. 11 has puzzled 
most critics (cp. Del. and Kittel), who naively remark 
that we hear nothing of an invasion of N. Israel by the 
Philistines. The truth, however, is that in its origin Aram = 
Jerahmeel; Rezin had one of the Jerahmeelite kingdoms 
(Isa. x. 10) which owned the suzerainty of the great king of 
Melubba- The so-called Pelistim are the Sarephathim, who 
oppressed Israel in the days of Saul. From v. 11 we 
gather that the Arammites lived in the east, and the Sare¬ 
phathim in the west of the Negeb, so that the Israelites in 
the larger sense (Israelites and Judahites), who occupied the 
greater part of the Negeb, had to be constantly on the alert 
(hence the repeated references in 2 Chr. [rightly understood] 
to the fortification of cities in the Negeb). 2 Chr. xxviii. 
17 f. speaks of a renewed invasion of Judah (cp. 2 Chr. 

1 «Manasseh,’ as a royal name, probably indicates the annexation of 
N. Israelitish territory in the Negeb by the later kings of Judah. 
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xxviii. 5#) by the Arammites (read D^pis) and of the 
Shephelah and the Negeb of Judah by the Pelistim (but the 
authority used by the Chronicler must have said * the 
Sarephathim'). The reference in v. 13 to a great defeat is 
not altogether obscure. It is the king of Asshur (Asshur) 
who, as Isaiah announces, will return and work ruin not only 
to N. Israel, but to Judah. Dissension will paralyse the 
power of the advanced guard of N. and S. Israel in the 
Negeb to resist this terrible onset. No external aid will this 
time be attainable, Tubal and Asshur, Maacath and the 
Hagrim, having already succumbed to their irresistible 
assailant 

The necessary corrections appear, thus far, to be as 
follows— 

In v. ja> for in read rns = N. Arabia; bon means 
'and he shall fall (as an invader).’ In v. 8, pip©; v , 10, 
prrni*; v. 11, D'npiyi; v. 16, no*' (Lag.); v. 19, hjn ; 
cp. Jer. xix. 9. So Seeker, etc., after 

In x. 4 read, 

tien nn ins bmn 
: 'bh' D'Hirn npsn 

This verse connects well with v. 3, but the combined 
verses do not cohere well with vv . 1, 2. Sec, however, 
Kittel, Duhm, Marti, Che. Inir. Is pp. 24, 46, and cp. SBOT , 
Heb., p. 85, cp. 194/, where Lagarde’s emendations in v . 4 
(Beltis and Osiris) are favourably regarded. 

ClIAP. x. 5-11. The supreme N. Arabian power, here 
called (=1^nip«) and (probably) is represented 

as having already conquered the cities of the Negeb, and as 
aiming at the conquest of Jerusalem. This, at least, is the 
view which we are led to take by applying our methods of 
criticisrp to the text.— V. 5 should probably run thus— 

-bn Mtp tidn 
: "psrt npn bNpnTi 

In vv. 6, 7, which are poetical in form, there is nothing 
to alter.—In vv. S-i 1, however, nearer to prose, there is a 
good deal of corruption. It may be presumed that Isaiah 
is referring not to the conquests made by the Assyrians in 
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different campaigns in various northern districts (one of the 
names, Calno, is at any rate incorrect), but to the cities taken 
by the N. Arabian potentate in one and the same region, 
and in one and the same campaign. The opening words of 
v. 8, 1DN' '3 were probably evolved by the editor out of 
W>nT (3 naturally came from n), which stood in the margin 
as a gloss on the corrupt D'3 ^?d. Read probably— 

rnpND bnDTTT 1 D^"Tp3 D'^NQTTl' 'DDT 

D vNDm' 'T nVh JIIDfe nS'QN np}>p 

p •'TX'ttS UDM} N^rT D'33DBn d^nsqbh 

: rr-i|pnS^ D^ttnv^ n»SN 

The ordinary explanation of v. 8 in the MT is thus 
given by Dillmann-Kittel, ‘ He gives expression to his proud 
consciousness of might by recalling that his princes (t.e. 
generals), high officers, governors, resemble kings in the 
greatness of their authority and in their rank.’ Is this 
bombastic vaunt in place here? Just before, we have been 
told that the great object of Asshur is to ‘ cut off nations 
not a few.’ What we expect to hear next, and what our 
criticism appears to bring out, is an appeal to his previous 
conquests. 

‘ Have I not conquered the Jerahmeelites ? Has not 
(the city of) Jerahmeel fared like Kidsham, Maacath like 
Ephrath, Shimron like Cusham ? As my hand has laid hold 
on the Jerahmeelites, the Ishmaelites, and the Shimronites, 
shall I not, as I have done to Shimron and to Jerahmeel, so 
do to Jerusalem and to its forts ? ’ 

The chief doubt here relates to d~pi win (y. 5 b). Most 
since Hitzig take this to be a gloss, but what a poor gloss! 
and why DTO? Experience of forms like mu and Dm' 
suggests that 'n may come from ^NOnv. In this case 
'3 NIH becomes Vn' NVT, ‘ that is, Jerahmeel,’ and we obtain 
a gloss on the somewhat less known word TlBN. It is also 
possible, however, that ^Nom' underlies 'n sin, and is a 
second title of the N. Arabian potentate. This is perhaps 
favoured by v. 27 (see below) and by Jer. li. 1, where 
(Leb-kamai) comes from (|| ^3l). Observe that the 

speaker (Asshur) represents the people of Shimron and the 
other cities mentioned as ‘Jerahmeelites,’ although the 



x. 32 


ISAIAH 


>9 


Israelite and Judahite element in the population appears to 
have been politically predominant. It should be added that 
both rroboo (see on Jer. xxxiv. i) and (see on ii. 6-22) 
can be corruptions of [D’^sonr. DtDfp is to be preferred 
to Dtfc> Tp (city of Cusham) as a correction of {COD'D for the 
reason mentioned on Jer. xlvi. 1. 

x. 13 b. See SBOT, Heb., p. 96.—18. Read perhaps, 
D^som 1 TDC, and at the close of the verse pSMC popi. 

x. 28-32. In its original form, a prophecy of a N. 
Arabian invasion of the Judahite territory in the Negeb. 
Probably not Isaiah’s work. Sec Marti, and cp. SBOT. 

x. 27. For read with W. R. Smith, b'v 

]Dffl •odd has been corrected by the same lamented 
scholar into ntD pQ2p nbs. TTQJ, however, is not definite 
enough, p®, in accordance with parallels elsewhere, should 
be SnpdIC ; render ‘ Ishmael has gone up from Zaphon ’ (see 
on Jer. i. 14, Ezek. i. 4). Possibly ‘ Ishmael ’ is here used 
as a title of the king of Asshur (cp. on vv. 9-11). z - e - rcfers 
to a distant part of N. Arabia. It is very probable that vv. 
28-32 have been recast, just as Mic. i. 10-16 and Jer. vi. 1 
have more than probably been recast, in accordance with a 
theory that an Assyrian invasion of Judah was referred to. 
In this case, jvs rra (v. 32 Kt.) may have arisen out of 
-j12-rpi, which is mentioned in 2 Chr. xi. 5 ~9 among the 
cities fortified by Rehoboam. These cities were probably in 
the Negeb (see E. Bib. ‘ Rehoboam ’); the original text has 
here also been recast. 

x. 32. The confusion between 2 and 1 is partly re¬ 
sponsible for the unfortunate intrusion (as it seems) of an 
imaginary place called ‘Nob’ into the geography of S. 
Palestine. The discussion in E. Bib., ‘ Nob,’ dispenses us 
from the obligation of going at length into this here. Let 
us note, however, that ovn is, in accordance with parallels 
elsewhere, a corruption of □'TiSn, and that D2D ns comes 
from rumD. At the end of v. 32 we find rum. 

This is probably not the original reading ; the original text 
had (not DTr^N, as suggested in SBOT, p. 196), but, in 
accordance with Zech. xiv. 14, and other parallels, Snsdbt '2. 

This appears to be a gloss on DVI^n rum, or rather (in 
accordance with parallels) WjnT 1 rum. A * Gibeath 
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Elohim * is mentioned in the MT of I S. x, J ; a 
(‘ pillar * ?) of the Philistines (‘ Zarephathites' ?) was there; 
the true name of this place was no doubt ‘ Gibeath-jerah- 
meel/ Whether in the original form of this narrative the 
same place was intended as in the original form of the poem 
in Isa. x. 28-32, cannot here be considered. There may, of 
course, very well have been several Gibeahs connected by 
tradition with the incursions of the Jerahmeelites or 
Ishmaelites. The writer, however, who manipulated or 
adapted the poem which underlies Isa. x. 28-32, and who 
wrote ]V2 nf'*]! in for iis-n'l in, must surely have had in 
his mind some hill close to Jerusalem. The hill which he 
meant must have been the D"TV?.n nSsp (‘ascent of the 
olives'), 2 S. xv. 30, which in v. 32 is defined as ‘ the summit 
where men worship Elohim.' An earlier name of the 
‘ Mount of Olives ' (a phrase only found in O.T. in Zech. 
xiv. 4) appears from this to have been DinntDDn nsm (‘ hill 
of worshippers'). But still earlier names were probably 
mm (whence 'l) and 'a (whence 

perhaps, under the influence of theory, arose DinntDD 'l). 
On this, and on the further corruption nTHDDii in, see E. Bib., 
‘ Destruction, Mount of.' 

CHAP. xi. 10. A redactional insertion (Duhm, Marti). 
But even a redactor would not have spoken of a * root/ or of 
a ‘ shoot from the root/ as ‘ standing as a pole.’ What the 
passage contains is a further development of the idea that 
Mt. Zion, God's glorious resting-place, shall be free from all 
that offends. Read ‘ Yahwe shall root out (tfrijar) Aram, and 
Ishmael, and Jerahmeel, and Asshur.' In mos Dlb, b and D 
are superfluous; id$d 3 is a very regular corruption of 
Dm, too, stands elsewhere for f?«Dr?T, of which 
word rbt* too can be a mutilated form (^ = 1). 

xi, 11. Duhm remarks that a verb must be sup¬ 
plied mentally. But the required verb is hidden under 
HOB; Marti restores nwte (xlix. 22). The awkward i#« 
INfl^ comes from (written twice over incorrectly). 

‘ Asshur' is the name of a N. Arabian region (cp. on x. 5); 
so also are ‘ Misrim ' (point Dmp) and ‘ Cush/ Dims is a 
corruption of 3151s, DTtt of ^NDHT, 110 ID probably of Tjfc 
non of rQJ?p, DVT perhaps of ^NOmmi*. Cp. E. Bib., 
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‘ Pathros.’— 12. Render ‘ from the four corners of the 
land’; cp. Ezek. vii. 2.— 13. Duhm observes, ‘The 
jealousy of Ephraim, for which hardly a single fact or 
symptom can be produced in the whole pre-exilic period, is 
intelligible enough after the second temple, and especially 
after the foundation of the Samaritan community (cp. lxvi. 5).’ 
But it is the southern ‘ Ephraim ’ (= * Jerahmeel ’) which is 
meant, and those who ‘oppress Judah’ are not the 
Samaritans of the north, but the Jerahmeelites. How the 
disappearance of this ‘ jealousy ’ and these oppressors is to 
be effected, v. 14 shows. The second part of v. 13 is an 
incorrect gloss on the first part. In v. 15 © presupposes 
yinn, but the D'nnn of the MT seems to be correct. 
D' pm 1 ? is like D’DS (v. 10); it represents D^Nsem' (cp. 
on Ps. cxx. 3), to which crrao (Misrim) which follows may 
be a variant. The ‘ river ’ (in? ; omit the article), mentioned 
next, is the Ephrath, not the Euphrates. For inn D'Sl 
read crS’NDnv (cp. on vii. 20, viii. 7). Again a gloss. 

Chap. xiii. The prophecy is directed against the great 
N. Arabian power, sometimes called Asshur (Asshur). Only 
so can we understand the bitterness of the passage, which 
very naturally reminds one of our best commentators 
(Dillm.-Kitt., p. 125) of the painful descriptions in xxv. io/l, 
xxxiv., passages relating the one to Moab (or rather 
Missur), the other to Edom. The *?!! spoken of in the 
heading in v. 19 is probably a literary corruption of some 
shortened form of *?NDm\ The name ‘ Jerahmeel ’ belonged 
to various branches of the same widely spread race to the 
people of the kingdom of Melubba, as well as to the people 
of the southern border-land. It is also not improbable that 
the name is sometimes applied incorrectly to peoples not 
strictly of the old Jerahmeelite stock. No secondary 
questions must be allowed to divert us from the one perfectly 
certain point, viz. that both the people to be attacked, and 
the people to attack, in this and similar prophetic descrip¬ 
tions (see Jer. 1 . li.) are N. Arabian. 

xiii. 2. Here and in Job xxi. 28, an? seems to mean 
‘ tyrant.’ But the || Smo (see on xiv. 5) will not stand 
examination. In both places read 113 (cp. xxxiii. 1, 
Hab. i. 13. 
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xiii. 6. nit HBO '7BD (= Joel i. 15), ‘ wie Gewalt vom 
Allgewaltigen her kommt er * (Dillm. - Kitt). It is diffi¬ 
cult to give the supposed meaning of the words as briefly 
in English. RV, ‘ as destruction from the Almighty/ If 
HID really comes from */tt©» we flight render, ‘like 
destruction from the destructive/ Even Marti accepts this 
questionable derivation, but is not free from doubt as to the 
reference of ntD, which may mean either God or ‘ one of the 
class of mighty ones/ Certainly it does not seem a priori 
likely that the ‘day of Yahwfe 1 would be compared to 
* destruction from the Almighty*; an investigation of the 
‘ Shaddai * problem leads to the conclusion that textual 
corruption must inevitably be assumed. I incline to think 
that ntD, or perhaps here 'HtDD (the prepositional D having 
dropped out), is a corruption of Snsdqt (a synonym of 
^NDnv). ‘Like a desolating attack from Ishmael/ is not 
an impossible comparison, and the description in the sequel 
seems to confirm this. See E. Bib ., ‘ Shaddai/ 

xiii. 16 /, 19. For nrrbh* read DiT^TH, and for 
rntatan Drrmm read ro'bfiT) Dmomai. Cp. on 2 K. 
viii. 12, Hos. xiv. 1, Am. i. 13.—•vpj. Taking all the 
references to , hd together, it is difficult not to hold that the 
word is a corrupt fragment of f?NDnT. In the present 
passage, the so-called Amalekites appear to be meant Cp. 
the Dip 'Dl in Ezek. xxv. 4, etc. (see note).—D^IDD, as often, 
should be DEED'D. Note the reference to the Jerahmeelite 
story of Sodom (see E . Bib., ‘ Sodom *), and pns in v. 20. 

Chap. xiv. 3, 4. See SBOT , p. 199.— 5. D^tBD. 
Dillmann, Duhm, Guthe (in Kautzsch’s HS ), and most, 
‘tyrants*; so xlix. 7, lii. 5. In all these passages read 

xiv. 12 f -intD-p y?TT. The discovery that Din in 
Judg. i. 35, viii. 13, cp. on Isa. xix. 18 (Din), and (may 
we not add?) nnifl in Ps. cxxxix. 10, represent Tnt&N 
(the N. Arabian Asshur or Assftur), and that the parallel 
passage, Ezek. xxviii. 13 ff. has a Jerahmeelite background, 
must surely lead to the definite solution of the H£ 161 - 
problem. Read Tntphrp ^NorrT (see E. Bib., ‘Lucifer’), 
and render post TOT!!, in the recesses of Zaphon/ See 
E. Bib., ‘ Paradise/ § 4. 
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xiv, 28*32. A prophecy of an invasion of Philistia 
by Arabians at a time when Judah itself is safe. Note 
PD$p ( v . 31), ‘ from Zaphon * (N. Arabia). 

Chaps, xv., xvi. On an invasion of Moab, or rather 
perhaps Missur, by an Arabian foe. On the text see SBOT\ 
pp. 119 ff., 198/ In xv. 9, both m** and rrD*TN, accord¬ 
ing to precedents, represent *?Nom\ In xvi. 1 (where 
*13 and mXTD shoo seem to correspond), we should 
possibly read thus— 

: iva-m I Snsdbf pND mmo vrbip 

The 4 remnant of Jerahmeel' (xv. 9), i.e. the fugitive 
Misrites, send from the frontier to invoke the hospitality of 
Mount Zion. The land of Ishmael (or Jerahmeel) is another 
name for Missur. In xvi. 7 for read sppN. It is for 

the fruit-harvest, not for the raisin-cakes, that the people 
mourn (cp. E. Bib., 4 Fruit/ § 5, 2). nurtDN is a doubtful 
word. In xvi. i$b read wo OSD ^ndHT nam (T 13 vb = 
VlT). As to the place-names, these appear to have been 
remodelled to suit the view that the Moabites are the 
people referred to. Bethdibon = Beth-rimmon, Elealeh = 
Ishmael, Jahaz = Halusah (perhaps), Zoar = Missur, Eglath- 
shelishiyah = Maaleh-ishmael, Maaleh-halluhith = Maaleh- 
jerahmeel, Horonaim = Haranim (perhaps), Nimrim = 
Rimmonim (= En-rimmon ?), Eglaim = Jerahmeel, Beer-clim 
= Beer-jerahmeel, Sibmah = Shepham or Shiphamoth (see 
E. Bibs.v. ), Kir-hareseth = Kir-asshur. On the site of 
Nebo, see E. Bib., 4 Nebo/ In xvi. 13 b, read ^ndfit 'inuh 
WD OSD. 

Chap. xvii. 1-11. In the light of newer critical results 
elsewhere, it is doubtful whether the ordinary critical view 
(see Intr. Is., pp. 92 f) can be maintained without con¬ 
siderable modifications. It seems clear that the 4 Aram ’ 
(D’im) spoken of is the southern or Jerahmeclite Aram, and 
that ‘Dammesek' (pODT) is a corruption of DtfrO. In v. 1, 
TSD and '•so both represent f?NDnT ; read, 4 Behold, Cusham- 
jerahmeel shall be taken away and shall become a ruin/ In 
v. 2, 4 Aroer* (isis) should probably be 4 Aram 1 (d'jn). 
So Guthe (doubtfully). In v. 3, D'HDND should be D*iNp 
(Gratz), and TQ3 is not improbably a corruption of f?NDriT, 
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written as a gloss on din ; the prefixed D seems to belong 
rather to "’ 31 ; bsTtt?' 1 should probably be ; such an 

error is at any rate not unparalleled. Thus we get ‘and 
the remnant of Aram (Jerahmeel)—like the sons of Ishmael 
shall they fare.’ In v. 5, apy, as in some other passages, 
should be ^NDrrv ; the difficult D'NEn posi should probably 
be D’lDNTOSDl, ‘in Maacath of Ephraim’ (cp. Ps. lx. 8, 
where pos represents rose). Whether the figure of the 
reaper and the gleaner is not due to a misunderstanding, 
may be questioned. Most probably we should read in v. 5 b, 
^1 D'bsDDW'’ 1-1593. The allusion is to ‘the smiting of 
Aram ( = Jerahmeel) in the valley (n'u) of Melafi ( = Jerah¬ 
meel),’ 2 S. viii. 13. In v. 9 a read ■’DlNiT) ’tfosn. As Marti 
has pointed out, v. 9 a should be followed immediately by 
v. 10 b. On vv. 10 f, see SBOT, Heb., pp. 90, 195. No 
completely satisfactory result, however, has been attained. 
It is very possible that the closing words referred to the 
Jerahmeelites and the Ishmaelites. Cp. on Jer. xvii. 6, 
Hos. iii. I. 

xvii. 12-14, xviii. There are enough traces of a pos¬ 
sibly correct text to entice one to undertake a textual 
revision (cp. SBOT, pp. 108 /, 196 /, E. Bib., col. 2809). 
Ar'ong these we must not neglect those suggested by the 
J^.ahmeelite theory. In xviii. 1, may, in accordance 
with parallels, come from In v. 2, DT1D1 "jBod v )3 

may come from D'cn^l D' , D 3 ’ia, and rrN^m Nin-JD from 
(twice over). If this is so, the text of chap, xviii. 
must have been manipulated so as to make it refer to the 
African Cushites. The original text of v. 2 must have 
resembled xxx. 6. There may have been originally a 
reference to an embassy from a N. Arabian king to 
Hezekiah, to negotiate an alliance against the king of the 
N. Arabian Asshur, i.e. Melubba (x. 5). 

Chav. xix. Originally this oracle related to Misrim. 
Probably w. 5-10 are an interpolation, due to an editor who 
wished to make the oracle refer to Misraim (Egypt). Who 
the ‘ hard lord ’ of v. 4 (where read •'rrOo, cp. Ezek. xxx. 12) 
may be, is uncertain. For p 3 (w. 11, 13), we should read 
122 (= T129 ?), and for rp (v. 13) perhaps pimps (cp. on 
‘Naphtuhim,’ Gen. x. 13). In v. 11 runD may come from 
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IfrTiD or WD, i.e. Pir'u, a common name of N. Arabian kings ; 
in v. 13 TTioim should be In v\ 18, ‘ five cities * was 

suggested by the five lordships of the Sarephathim (1 S. 
vi. 4). pQQ, as often, should be ttp ; the language meant is 
that of Kenaz, i.e. N. Arabia. Dinn TO comes from TO 
‘city of Assbur.’ It is probable that ©, in the 
passage, originally had, not acreSe#, but acreS, i.e. Ton, which 
in turn may be traced to i.e. TOfipN (see E . Bib., 1 Heres, 
City of*). Winckler's theory {AOF, iii. 21 7 f) that Din 
comes from DHrr, * myrtle/ the city meant being Tahpenes = 
Aa<pvr);' stands in connection with theories on the * Hadassah * 
of the Book of Esther and on Ps. cxxxvii. (see AOF , ii. 
417 /)> which seem to the present writer to have no sound 
basis. 

Chap. xx. The position of chap. xx. suggests the 
possibility that two sieges of Ashdod may have been 
confounded, one conducted by the Assyrians, the other by 
the Asshurites of N. Arabia. That the section has been 
redacted, Duhm and Marti have pointed out. At any rate, 
Winckler ( Musri , etc., ii. 1898, pp. 4 f, cp. SBOT t p. 98) 
is right in holding that D'HSD and HTD are the N. Arabian 
regions so named. The troublesome D'OtB in v. 3 is 

probably a corruption of (u and b both represent 

the b in 'dHT), which is a gloss on and BTD. 

CHAP. xxi. I-IO. The key to this passage is the fact 
that and HQ represent fragments of ^wnriT, and that 
byi is also a popular corruption of the same name, as 
referring (here, at any rate) to the great sovereign power 
which was long supreme over the lesser Jerahmeel in the 
Negeb, and over the kingdom of Missur (Musri). As we see 
from Jer. 1 ., Ii., late prophetic writers anticipated that the 
great power would be overthrown by a combination of 
peoples from the N. Arabian border. The editor, however, 
introduced a troublesome complication, partly rewriting v . 2 
and inserting a short passage [yv. 3 f ), which presupposes 
that the object of attack to the Jerahmeelite warriors is Jeru¬ 
salem. By this means he thought to link this prophecy to 
xxii. 1-14, in which a Jerahmeelite siege of Jerusalem really 
is described (cp. Delitzsch’s remarks on the parallelism be¬ 
tween the two prophecies, Isaiah , E.T., i. 376). Applying 
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our methods of textual emendation, which now and then, 
it is true, only lead to possible results, we may venture with 
some hesitation after repeated attempts, to restore the text 
thus— 

^MDHT DDHD NtDD 1 Oracle of the wilderness of Jerah¬ 
meel. 

^NDITP DDDD JYiDIDD Like tempests in the Negeb of 

Jerahmeel 

: ND Ml DDHDD It comes from the wilderness, 

from the terrible land. 

'isbl Yiftpnil 2 Gilead and Asshur have banded 
together, 

;nDD2l T\Zry\ Jerahmeel and Missur and Sare- 

phath. 

DDN HD *9 6 For thus the Lord said to me, 
JIBED *TDsn "]b Go, station a watcher, 

: TD' J1NT nt&N That which he saw, let him 
declare. 

runyi -nap Djn NDH 7 And he saw chariots of Missur 

and Sarephath, 

: DODDl bNprrr Dpi Chariots of Jerahmeel and 
Cusham. 

J 'in JIBED"^ Nip'''! s And he cried 0 Lord, on the 

watchtower, etc. 

Yit&N Dll ND m Him ” And behold, there come chariots 

of Asshur; 

^NDriT nbai DDNH Jin And he began to say, Jerahmeel 

has fallen, has fallen, 

: pl*^> IDtt) m^D'm Her palaces he has ruined, he 

has brought down to the 
ground. 

Among the details, note that v . 2 has been editorially 
expanded. lDD comes from TTH& from YitDN, 'hs 

ab'2 and HD from ^NDirr, from which nnTON ”bo may 
also ultimately be derived. (The later scribes puzzled 
greatly over this word, and their miswritings of it equally 
puzzled the editors.) ’’nDt&rr conceals nDlD.— Vv. 3, 4 are 
purely editorial; v . 5 (like v. 2) is only so in this sense, that 
the corrupt material before him was gently manipulated by 
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xxi. 17 

the editor so as to express his idea of what was fitting or 
desirable. Underneath v. 5 is a list of ethnics, 
fpNDrrv doe D’nWN rosa ^NDnv nans. In v. 8, 

ODV and make the verse drag, and may come from 

^NDiTT (cp on xxvi. 9), written corruptly; for rrm read 
•'3*7**. In v. 9, tma-is Tmo (which underlies D'&na *TDS) may 
be omitted with some advantage. — V. 10 seems to be alto¬ 
gether editorial. The effect of the prophecy is heightened 
by its omission. Let it be added in conclusion that the 
phrase which opens v . 10 has not as yet yielded up its 
secret. Cp. Crit. Rev. xi. 18 (1901). 

xxi. 11 f Let the restoration speak for itself. 

'-mtn ^NDrrr NfflD The oracle of Jerahmeel and 

Missur. 

^NDJTP DJJ'l 1X1 nnK A devastator came, and Jerah¬ 
meel fled, 

: msi? D'tto'i Arabians and Cushites were 

affrighted. 

There must have been a good deal of repetition ; the scribe, 
as usual, made ‘ bad shots ’ at names, and these the editor 
manipulated. Thus nofi) and T9BD both come from "nsD. 
Probably novr = din (= Wm 1 ). snp = Sndjtp. 

xxi. 13-17. Vv. 13-15 should really be the continuation 
of the too short oracle just given. Omit Nt»D, and read 
(probably) thus— 

* ETDTT mrnk IN"' IISS On the other side of the stream 

ye must lodge, O ye caravans 
of Dedanites. 

In Ezek. xxvii. 20 Dedan is expressly mentioned among 
the peoples which trafficked with Missur (llED, rather than 
ms). The stream must be one of the Tied v TW> mentioned 
in xxxvii. 25. In v. 16, np should probably be nh 3 (the 
N. Arabian Cush). The intermediate reading would be 
tmp. The substitution of ‘ Kedar ’ for ‘ Kadesh ’ was no 
doubt historically justified ; after the fall of the kingdom of 
Musri, the territory appears to have been occupied, first by 
the Salmaeans, and next by the Kedarenes (Winckler). But 
the original writer was presumably consistent in his archaism ; 
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we must therefore read either Qnp or IC'D (cp. on Jer. ii. io). 
In v. 17 read 'iiawp [f?NDnr are] dtopis nt&p 

has often supplanted QTD (see on v. 15). 

Chap. xxii. 1-14 is usually explained of the blockade of 
Jerusalem by the general of Sennacherib (cp. Proph. Is. i. 13 5 ; 
Skinner, Isaiah , i. 163). The position of the prophecy, 
however, among those which distinctly require to be explained 
on the Jerahmeelite theory compels us to revise this view. 
The heading should most probably be read •'Dl N&Q, 
4 Oracle of the sons of Cushan *; v. 5 should be corrected 
accordingly. certainly underlies nfru? (cp. xxi. 2), 

is latent in SW, and it is again ^ndttp which is 
covered over by *ip IplpO ( v . 5); cp. on Ezek. xxiii. 23 
(Shoa and Koa). nti>p in v. 3 may represent (cp. on 
v . 17, and Ps. lxxvi. 4, lxxviii. 9 ; Tp, in v . 6, comes from 
some popular corruption of (see on Am. i. 5). 

Very probably DIN represents din, while D^BTID comes from 
D'TiD'iS. Cp. however, SPOT, pp. 112, 197. 

xxii. 15-25. See E. Bib., 4 Shebna/ and cp. American 
Journal of Theology , 1901, pp. 433 ff. The name 4 Shebna ’ 
has passed through more than one stage of corruption ; 
its ultimate original seems to be Cushani. The person 
referred to was probably a N. Arabian politician whose 
presence in Jerusalem was occasioned by an embassy 
which Hezekiah had sent to Pir’u, king of the N. Arabian 
Musri. It is very possible that he was popularly styled 
sometimes the Cushanite, sometimes the Zarephathite ; "iqd 
( commonly rendered 4 scribe') may as well be a corruption 
of ''Q-jk as mDD in Neh. can be a corruption of In 

v. 15 read mnr raiDirr^N. In v. 17, for -m nbtohto read 
^NDnT (cp. Ps. Hi. ib in Ps.®). In v. 18, riDDS fpDS 
should be njbK, on which the following words ^nditp 
( disfigured terribly) are a gloss, mlDID should be nTQp; 
what have 4 chariots * to do in this context ? 

CHAP, xxiii. The series of prophecies against the 
nations begins with the most powerful of the Jerahmeelite 
kingdoms—with that commonly known as ^11 (but some¬ 
times tii$n) ; it closes with a less powerful but, as being 
much nearer to Canaan, hardly less formidable kingdom of 
Tisp. The capitals of both were of much commercial im- 
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editorial. In v. 13, ‘wonv DSH rrt (so read!) is a 

gloss, ‘This is the people Jerahmeel.’ Either TO' or 
is superfluous, for both these words are mis¬ 
written for 7 N 2 >D 0 >\ The passage appears to state that a 
combination of warlike peoples, Cusham (i.e. Jerahmeel), 
Asshur and Ishmael besieged and overthrew the city of 
Missur. We have to reconcile this with the statement that 
Ishmaelites and Arabians (the gloss also includes Cush in 
the list of merchants) were among those who trafficked with 
Missur. Commerce, then as now, must have been adverse 
to merely destructive wars. The appendix (w. 15*18) is °f 
course later than the preceding poem. 12 should of course 
be lap, and we can now securely explain the mysterious 
words ~rnN ''O'O, which are miswritten for i^>d 
Sispn-r. Missur was to be under the ban for seventy years, 
viz. the whole period of the king of Jerahmeel, alluding to 
anticipations such as those in Jer. xxv. in its present form. 
In d. 19 Misrim, and in v. 22 Missur, mean the same people, 
i.e. the N. Arabian Musri, which was to be subdued by the 
king of Sll. The poverty of the appendix suggests a very 
late date. 

Chaps, xxiv.-xxvii. The great differences of critical 
opinion relative to this singular literary mosaic (for such at 
least we must all agree in regarding it) justifies a somewhat 
close inquiry into the textual basis common to all theories 
(cp. Duhm, Marti, and SBOT, Heb., ‘Isaiah’). That a 
special amount of reserve is necessary, is obvious. The 
question is whether even here, as probably in the great 
apocalyptic passages in Ezekiel, Joel, and Zechariah, we must 
not assume that the different component parts of this work 
in their original form had a Jerahmeelite background, i.e. that 
the typical arch-enemy of the Jews is the N. Arabian 
oppressor. Certainly we may expect to find some definite 
references to the people among whom the writer and his 
companions live, even in the opening description of the 
decaying condition of the ‘ earth ’ or ‘ world,’ for by the 
< earth ’ or ‘ world ’ is meant the lands where the main body 
of the Jews are settled, the lands of their captivity. Such a 
reference we may plausibly find in xxiv. 4> DVio "W>on 
p*iNn*D5. The ordinary view is thus expressed by Skinner, 
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* Literally the height of the people, i.e. the noblest of the 
people. It is the only case where the word is so used, 
though cp. Eccles. x. 6.’ But we do not expect to find the 
population of the earth referred to here. Gunkel (Schopf. 48) 
therefore takes ovra in the sense of ‘ heaven ’ (dtid 
W? OS) ; so SBOT, p. 64, and Marti. Gunkel finds in the 
passage a faint echo of the dragon-myth (see E. Bib., 
‘ Dragon ’) ; the tyranny of the mythic dragon was exercised 
in heaven as well as upon earth. But is such an (uncon¬ 
scious) allusion to the ancient myth to be expected here? 
The writer is absorbed in the present; is dtid to be less 
vitally modem than pNfr ? Try textual criticism ; there are 
certainly cases in which 'o comes from SnonT 1 {eg. Ps < 2) on 
Ps. viii. 8, lvi. 3). It is very possible that both and 

DVID represent *?NDrrP, and that parr D$ 'nr is a gloss on 
mor in v. 5. 

xxiv. 13. O’p. Presumably, as elsewhere, / o , o = jcr>p 
= ^NOrrpD.—15. For read DIMS, and for DVr "Ml 

read £ ?NDnT'l > a gloss on —16. At a distance the Jews 

rejoice, but in the land of Judah the writer and his friends 
are still depressed, b Vi. Prof. W. E. Barnes has very 
strangely revived the explanation ‘ secret ’ (Dan. ii. 18/); 
most explain ‘leanness to me.’ But surely b 'In is a 
remnant of Sn'YIN, which is a corruption of ^Dm 1 (see 
E. Bib., ‘ Uriel ’). also represents this corrupt form 

of 'nr ; t = 1, so that the reading really is = ^n*i. Pro¬ 
bably b '''in, i.e. ^NDm 1 , represents a correction of 
Read, therefore, ‘ but I say, Jerahmeel, Jerahmeel! ’ The 
Holy Land is, in fact, still infested with tyrannical Arabians. 
—21. The ordinary view is that the prince-angels of earthly 
sovereignties share the punishment of the human kings, and 
this is thought to be confirmed by Ps. lviii. and lxxxii. 
Textual criticism, however, does not appear to favour this 
interpretation of the psalms, and it is in itself, though 
certainly possible, not very probable here. That the redactor 
of this part of Isaiah explained the passage in this way is, 
however, probable. The question is, can we detect under¬ 
neath the existing words an earlier reading which gives the 
passage more actuality and vitality ? There are inro,2i /. 
three words which are possible corruptions of names of N. 
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Arabian peoples; these are DVIO, nms, Ydn, to which 
correspond respectively ^NOm\ DIN, TitBN. By admitting 
this, we escape three difficulties. (1) DYiDn NlS, a vague 
expression, which may mean either * prince-angels ’ or ‘ star- 
deities' (see Dillm.-Kittel), and which in either case is 
not to be expected here; (2) the equally vague phrase 
nOTNrr'O^D; and (3) the forced expression Ten HODN or 
T'D«n ?]DN. The original text seems to have had, “tpT 
tq-* w q-'T^n ideni q-in Won-p NYT^. 

CHAP. xxv. The occasion of the song in xxv. 1-5 a has 
been much discussed. Duhm and Marti think of the 
destruction of Samaria by John Hyrcanus; in Intr. Is., p. 
158, the capture and destruction of Tyre by Alexander the 
Great is suggested. The reference to ‘ancient purposes’ 
(revealed in prophecies) favours the latter view, if Joel iv. 
4-8 and Zech. ix. 2-4 refer to Tyre. But, as we shall see, 
Ik in both passages is a corruption of isd, i.e. the N. Arabian 
Musri (cp. E. Bib., ‘ Mizraim,’ § 2 b), and v. 1 o expressly 
mentions 3N1D, which, as so often, has supplanted Tied. See 
on xv. 1. 

xxv. 7. For we might read either taWi or (Duhm ; 
SBOT-, Marti) a^n. But the real difficulty remains un¬ 
touched. The poet is not likely to have chosen in 
preference to better known words. Does aiS really exist 
except as a proper name ? The chapter, according to the 
true text, refers to the destruction of Missur and Jerahmeel. 
Now these peoples were traditionally the sons of Lot (iwio 
= Tied ; pos = *3NonT). Originally, vv. 7, 8 probably made 
a single verse, which opened thus, nE 3 ? b'lS'XQ 

For ai b TY however, there was a various reading moT (one 
of the corruptions of ^NDnT). This got into the text in a 
mutilated form as mo. The late redactor, who had accepted 
a high eschatological doctrine, read this as rnn, ‘ death ’ (cp. 
on xxviii. 15), and the way to the reconstruction of the 
passage was open. Note Pasek after ai^rr. That the new 
form is far better religiously than the old, is willingly 
granted.—10. For ENID read YiEO. 

Chap. xxvi. 3. A very oddly expressed maxim ! Read 
rather (in rt), bwc&a ’irisn DfflSn srjsn. 

xxvi. 9. nS'^Y Read probably SnOTTH (cp. on Ps. 
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Ixxvii. 3).—19. For rhiN read onplN. ©, tafia, avrol<; 
(cp. Isa. lviii. 8, Jer. xxx. 14, tafia — nyjtj). 

Chap, xxvii. 1. Probably a single power is figuratively 
referred to, viz. Jerahmeel. On the epithets of the sword 
and of the Leviathan see Winckler, AOF, iii. 220 f. HUN 
D'2 is not recognised by <g. Possibly it springs out of 
^MDITT’ -|©N, and the whole clause V) nm, i.e. ‘he shall 
slay the dragon Asshur Jerahmeel,’ is a gloss stating that 
the two Leviathans are Asshur and Jerahmeel. However 
this may be, Minn D 1?2 seems to come from ^NDnT (a cor¬ 
rection of D'2 ?). By a happy instinct the redactor has 
placed a song on the favour which Yahw& will one day show 
to his vineyard in Jerahmeel immediately after an eschato¬ 
logical prediction of the destruction of the old, hostile 
Jerahmeel. See on v. 1 ff. The fern, suffixes in w. 2, 3 
refer to the Jerahmeelite land. 

xxvii. ix. perhaps an allusion to the name 

‘Jerahmeel.’—12. A description of the limits within which 
the Israelitish exiles will be gathered. Read “lnjn ^►woffi-’D 
Stnttp -02 wpSi-i di-ini D’nsi? 

Chap, xxviii. 1.-4 has been greatly misunderstood. It 
is really a prophecy against a city in the Negeb, one of those 
which would bear the brunt of the expected N. Arabian 
invasion. Amos utters a ‘Woe’ against another Jerah¬ 
meelite mountain-city—Shimron (Am. vi. 1). In v. I, for 
■>'0© read d#* 3. It is the Cusham spoken of in Gen. xxxiv. 
(corr. text); see E. Bib., ‘ Shechem.’ The words which 
describe its situation should be read [^NDrrr] 

It is probably the r6n >1 (valley of Melah = Jerahmeel) which 
is meant; VlT is a gloss on / ffl\ ^>22 is obscure. Can it be 
^ 22 , ‘ blossom ’ ? In v. 5 read rriNDn -OS^l rm« mtssS. 

xxviii. 10. Remembering in xviii. 1 and jnp in Ezek. 
xxiii. 23, it is plausible to read 'nr SncIIT '©-« Wd©\ 
In truth, ‘Jerahmeel’ pervades Isaiah’s prophecies. TM 
should probably be -nap ; the allusion is to Isaiah’s warnings 
against a Misrite alliance. 

xxviii. 15, 18. In spite of the plausible explanations 
in the commentaries, it appears certain that the text is 
wrong. For mo read ^NonT (nior); see on xxv. 8 . 
Vino comes from ^two© -1 (see on Ps. cxxxix. 8). The alliance 
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with Misrim seems to be referred to. The invader described 
in w. 17-19 is the great king of Asshur.—21. ‘Mount 
Perazim * for Baal-perazim’• and * the valley by Gibeon 1 for 
‘ the valley of Rephaim * are strange. Perhaps we should 
read TS, ‘city of liars/ and DnXEl Dr, ‘people of 

traitors/ So E. Bib. y ‘Perazim, Mount/ 

Chap. xxix. 1 f , 7. See SBOT t p. 99, where the 
pointing is adopted, ‘ Uriel * being assumed to be a 

modification of the old name of Jerusalem ( = Uru- 

salim of the Amarna Tablets). It is supposed that this form 
was adopted to produce a paronomasia: in a year or two 
the slaughter will be so great that the capital will rather 
deserve the name Arial, ‘ altar-hearth/ Marti adopts this ; it 
is at any rate plausible. But taking into account a necessary 
correction of 2 S. v. 8, where * the lame and the blind ’ 
should be ‘ the Jerahmeelites/ and a hardly less necessary 
correction of 2 S. xxiii. 20, where ‘ Ariel ’ should be ‘ Jerah¬ 
meelites * (see E . Bib ., * Snow/ ‘ Zion ’), it is obvious that we 
should read which as a name of Jerusalem may, in 

the popular speech, have become Win. ‘Jerahmeel'was, 
in fact, inevitably a name of Jerusalem, because in its origin 
it was Jerahmeelite, and, if one may differ from Prof. Paul 
Haupt (SBOT t ‘Isaiah/ Heb., p. 100, foot), the name 
‘ Jerusalem 9 itself most probably came from ts ( = Uru) 

‘ city ’ and Cp. obw misread occasionally for 

Srsd©" 1 (see on xxvi. 3, and Gen. xxxiii. 18 [reading D®3 
fjNDD ©' 1 Ti>]). — In v. 2b, for ’jN'nna ~b read f?NnrrP vb, ‘ and 
she shall become Lo-jerahmeel/ Precisely parallel to Hos. 
i. 6 (see note). 

xxix. 22. <§ has ov dffxopurev Afipactfi, suggesting 
Dmo vih ms. This seems to be nearly right. Only 
omo should be Dpno = ^NOnTD (see E. Bib., ‘Rekem’). 
Thus the passage becomes, ‘ Therefore thus saith Yahwfc, the 
God (bt*) of the house of Jacob, who delivered him from 
Jerahmeel.’ The assumption is that the house of Jacob 
(= Israel) was delivered, not from Misraim (Egypt), but 
from Misrim (nearly = Jerahmeel) in N. Arabia. DrTON was 
miswritten for omo, i.e. Dpno. &s text was a mixture of 
the true text and of that which we know from MT. 

Chap. xxx. 1-5. The passage is admittedly difficult. 
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It has been discussed by the present writer in JQR, x. $71 f. 
(1898), in SBOT, ‘Isaiah,’ Heb. (1899), p. 102, and in 
E. Bib., ‘ Hanes,’ § 3. If the ordinary view of Isaiah’s 
prophecies on the embassy to D^ISD is correct, and if the 
text of w. 4, 5 requires but slight modification to produce 
a satisfactory sense, the summing up in E. Bib. (col; 1958, 
cp. 1956, note 2) appears to be unassailable. ‘ Vv. 5 and 6 
thus become parallel, and within v. 5 itself the parallelism 
between ps (Zoan) and DTODrin (Tahpanhes) is as perfect 
as it could be [assuming Tahpanhes to be Daphnae]).’ 
Ruben (JQR , xi. 448). accepts DTOBrin (first suggested in 
1892 by Gratz). It must, however, be pointed out that in 
all the passages in which 'n is mentioned, the text is ques¬ 
tionable, and the textual phenomena of w. 4 / are not such 
as to set the mind of a scrupulous critic at ease. Certainly 
this is the case here ; to accept MT. as it stands is beyond 
the power of any textual, critic. If the comparatively slight 
corrections proposed in SBOT be accepted, it will be 
necessary to suppose that w. 4 f- are a later insertion based 
on w. 6, 7a, which come before us as a separate even if 
fragmentary n^ 0> and which the author of the inserted 
passage supposed to refer to an embassy sent by Hezekiah 
into Egypt In reality, w. 6, 7a refer either to the flight 
of IJanunu, king of Gaza, to Pir’u, king of Musri (cp. the 
description in xvi. 7), or to an embassy sent from Judah to 
that king (cp. on chap. xx.> Provisionally, caution dictated 
the forms of these explanations of w. 6, 7a. But a more 
complete criticism favours, and indeed requires, the latter. 
We have no sufficient reason for assuming that w. 6, 7a are 
a separate though fragmentary oracle. Textual criticism' 
throws the greatest doubt upon this, and leads us to the 
view that the passage is a description of the journey from 
Judah, and the arrival in Musri of the embassy sent by 
Hezekiah. Vv. 6, 7a should probably be inserted after v. 
3. After they had been omitted in error, and restored in 
the wrong place, it was natural for the redactor to insert 
N»D, to account for the abrupt transition from v. 5 to v. 6. 
The errors of the text are greater than the present writer 
ventured for a long time to assume, and they can only be 
corrected as the result of a comparatively large acquaintance 
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with types of textual corruption. Vv. 1-7 really belong to 
the same prophecy. Vv. 1-3 present no verses of great 
moment. What follows should probably be written some¬ 
what as follows— 

f?NDnT 3333 

Tl2D pN3 
f?ND)TTV F]rO-^N 'INOP 
Drvns’iN 
TIED ISEd 'OIV'O 
'ism conn d'On^d'i 
tub 

;riDinf? on ntra^ 

The original passage was injured partly by transposition, 
partly by corruption, partly by dittograms and glosses. In 
v. 4, jsk should be nsk ( = mp ?), D3n should probably be cnno 
(an early corruption of ^NDnv). Cp. E. Bib., ‘ Hanes,’ and 
Marti, ad loc. Plainly, should be omitted, as of the 
nature of a gloss, and it is hardly doubtful that mDTO comes 
from ^NDnT (cp. on Hab. iii. 17). From to P|D'ii»D 

appears to be glossatorial; dHD arfn tnb represents 
D^nsd® 11 , and each of the three words Jja'iSO FptS'i nsBN 
represents dtidis. Dms and DTT'b''n both represent ^NoriT. 
The non-existent word nom, arbitrarily rendered ‘hump,’ 
probably comes from nans, on which =f?NDnT is a 

gloss. 'b’' 3 >V t*b D2rb» may be merely an editor’s amplifica¬ 
tion ; but more probably it covers over a dittographed 
^NDnr; this word, together with the following □' l 'iSo['i] is 
glossatorial. pm f?Sn is again ^nditp, a gloss, ras' 1 is a 
patch due to the same editor who, ingeniously manipulating 
the accretions of glosses, produced the very poor and yet 
fairly intelligible passage which lies before us. The closing 
words of v. 7 are regarded by Duhm, SBOT, and Marti as a 
gloss, stating that on this ground prophecy gave ‘ this ’ im¬ 
potent kingdom (Egypt ?) the name ‘ Rahab *.’ These three 
do not agree, however, as to the form of the word which 
should follow ‘Rahab.’ No wonder. The corruption lies 
deeper than has been supposed. ‘ Rahab ’ is probably not 
the name of a mythological monster, but a corruption of 
f?NDnrp; on which follows is also a fragment of this much 
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misunderstood group of letters. ram, according to pre¬ 
cedents, should be nsm. The words rendered 4 therefore I 
call this * are also corrupt. brniNlp has a close resemblance 
to (commonly read Jokthcel), which is certainly a 

corruption of btfonT. pS and nm may, like Tttir, be an 
editorial insertion. But it is possible that nut represents 
HDIS. Parallels for this large accretion of glosses consisting 
of N. Arabian names abound elsewhere, especially in the 
Psalms. [It is pleasant to add that Duhm has already 
noticed that the phrase underlying 313 mom should form 
part of the oracle, and that Marti has suggested that on nm 
may cover over mom. The latter idea, it is true, is only 
the germ of the theory here regarded as the true one.] 

xxx. 25. 4 In the day of the great slaughter, when the 
towers fall/ But where is the parallelism ? How can 
4 towers * be slaughtered? The final D in ubtya implies 
'•‘Smo, written in error for ^)0 = ^]onT. Stio often 
lias this origin. Read, 4 when Jerahmccl falls/ It is less 
necessary to read :ni> for :n. 

xxx. 27-31. 4 Beyond question disfigured by glosses, the 
removal of which, however, docs not leave an entirely 
satisfactory text* ( SBOT , p. 103). In v. 31, TIT OUCH has 
been found troublesome. Duhm and Marti regard it as a 
gloss from x. 24. But the object of such a gloss is not 
obvious. A better sense is produced by reading nsma, 
‘in Zarcphath shall he be smitten 1 ; cp. Mic. iv. 14, which 
may perhaps, in the true text, have told how Ishmaclite 
plunderers shall be defeated at Zarcphath. Both PltD and 
nim elsewhere represent r\DT2 (sec li. Bib ., col. 3072, note 
5).— V. 32 cannot be justified as it stands. To correct it, 
presupposes acquaintance with the corrupt forms assumed 
elsewhere by names of N. Arabian peoples. The original 
text may have run somewhat as follows, beginning at v . 3 1 b — 

DTrnEm rnpm mb mm : tit nsrm 

: 'in nrnrr p'O'jn \th rrino?*? tw ^ : d^kditi^ 

That vb'J ^ n'T is a gloss, was seen by Duhm. 
That msm is wrong, must be clear, rTD'nn, which follows 
presently, is probably mnDD, a place-name or ethnic, whence 
DTinDD (sec on Gen. x. 13, and li . />/#., col. 3164, note 1). 
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For D’an read therefore 'S 3 . m 33 is one of the corruptions 

of SNDrrv; cp. the phrase n*i33 D\ apparently 4 the sea of 
Kinnereth,’ but really 4 the sea of Jerahmeel.’ onS with its 
various prefixes and affixes is frequently a substitute for 
fjNDm\ S'iDnND probably comes from ^NDOr, nnon (alas 
for the dear old errors 1 ) from ninE >3 ; both Nin*D 3 and 
from SNDnrS. 

Chap. xxxi. 8 b, ga. A late insertion, according to 
Duhm. But the corrected text does not favour this. Read— 


iTlttf D2D *inm I TOy -men Wottri 

Chap, xxxiii. 7-9. q^n-jn, i.e. appears to be 

meant, and Dlbm in the second line, as the parallelism shows, 
represents But there must be other corruptions as 

well. may come from a gloss on dW But 

the verbs ? Vv. 8 and 9 are also not free from corruption. 
From non to mi 3 N is an editorial production, based not im¬ 
probably on corrupt ethnics (Rehoboth, Ishmael, Jerahmeel). 
bop comes from ^013 (written too soon), no (shakes off??) 
should be omitted as a repetition of [m]nO. 

xxxiii. 17. It is Jerusalem which is referred to; for the 
corrected text, see SBOT, p. 196, and note Marti’s assent. 

xxxiii. 18. See SBOT ; p. 107; the influence of As¬ 
syrian phraseology is noteworthy. 

Chap. xxxv. 8 . Read vb D’^om' rose iroy tb 
nn w. Underneath Him, m iSrr, and are 

corrupt forms of tsbtwnv, which record three vain en¬ 
deavours of the scribe to give this ethnic, m (see SBOT) 
must have fallen out of the text. It is required, however, 
for clearness (so, too, Marti). 

Chaps, xxxvi.-xxxix. (except xxxviii. 9-20). See on 
2 K. xviii. 13-xx. 19. 

Chap. xli. 1-4. Read probably— 


nn-ip: ts^mp 1 ? Vfn; | 
irrhnp; Snoitp I 
T'nrr; n* ''TPm | 
D013 51-73 mp3 | 
inw 10; Worn-' | 


di-is b » 1 
3-13-7 tn im| 
p-i^ rnipp T’sn-'p 2 
d;i 3 vjfk jn - : 
idjp o-'to; 

Wpop on-iy 5 j*131 3 



xlii. 4 


ISAIAH 


39 


Qto-19 riwqjij Nil? | nrtt ntos*j Syp-'p 4 

: wn ■'Dn □•ghnN-riN'! | ]ia>N'! mrr pN 

It is doubtful whether the prominent reference generally 
supplied to the coast-lands of the Mediterranean is probable. 
In l. 5, rekabim (cp. xli. 21, xliii. 14) may be an archaising 
term for ‘ N. Arabians.’ 

xli. 8-10 is the continuation. Marti seems to be wrong 
in excising v. g aia as a marginal amplification relative to 
Abraham. The much disputed pNH rmp both in xli. 5 
(|| □’’■'N, i.e. and in xli. 9, probably means the N. 

Arabian Negeb, from which, according to the early tradition, 
both Abraham and the Israelites appear to have come. 

xli. 21. Read probably ^aap (cp. xli. 2), and of 

course D''p ,, rnD2S | (see SBOT). —25* Read pDUp T'lT'Sn 
DOb rrrrpp I n'v33 (cp. on xlvi. 11 ), and for D'pap 

read ctai (cp. xiv. 2, 4, liii. 11? lx. 17, Zech. ix. 8). 
Harith (I^arithath) king of the Nabataeans is perhaps 
referred to. See on xlv. 1, xlvi. 11. ©DO) and 'owa both 
represent nab. 

Chap. xlii. 1-4. On this and on the other passages 
respecting the ‘ Servant of Yahwe ’ see E. Bib., ‘ Servant of 
the Lord.’ That the text of xlii. 1-4 is incorrect is sug¬ 
gested by the want of unanimity as to the interpretation. 
Observation of the errors of the scribes elsewhere suggests 
reading thus— 

ia-^pn» pas ]n 1 
'PSD rrrai Tna 
-Tin ’ring 

aap". nS pi. pa’v 3 
nb-^S tsap , i (, ' ) 
oppp p«a o-'pyas 4 
: Q^Ncnra bn'Tirn 

(«) Gloss, useo n’sv trcyS (■ v . 3t*). 

(i>) V\ 2 probably contains ethnics, illustrative of c*u. pits* Ntr 
and ptr all come from Ww; pm and iSip are corrupt fragments of 

(<•) Between nmrs (u3tr) and tth (nS) are various early conjectures on 
the misunderstood nr#\ 
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xlii. 6, xlix. 8. For as rmi^ read probably rv^on*? 
D'D? (cp. xiii. 18, xlvi. 13, Ixii. 2 /). Observe that <S, in 
xlix. 8, has et? StaOtficTjv iBvwv. Duhm (2nd ed.) reads 
D? nvis. But 'd and Tin are not parallel, nor can nVTD very 
well have a concrete sense; DS, moreover, seems to be 
precluded by DTI, while rO*Q, suggested by Duhm to those 
who prefer dts#,- is not parallel to -fi«. 

xlii. 106. This consists of glosses on a. The persons 
addressed are D^NDITT' (represented by DTI TTT and 
DTnv (in MT. d^n), and a^NV&BP (in MT. orrim - ’). 

xlii. 14. For D^isp read perhaps Snoot'd (TP»nn), * I 
have been heedless of Jerahmeel.’ But cp. SBOT, p. 131. 

xlii. 19. A collection of glosses on v. 18. The blind 
and the deaf are really the Jews; but the framers of the 
glosses misunderstand, and make them out to be the 
Jerahmeelites, otherwise called the Ishmaelites and the 
Arabians. 

^NDITlT OhTTl | 'nTTDy T "VIS ’D 

i'ooip &hrn | t>n soft® Ti? 'P 

nf?®N may be disregarded as a corruption of which 

presently follows (MT. D^>Dp; cp. on xlix. 7). 

xlii. 22. Read D^Norrra td^'i | o'rtjcj mm. 

Chap, xliii. 3 ff. Point Q'TSD. The N. Arabian 
Misrites and Cushites are referred to (so xlv. 14). Then 
come and d^ndITP.— 8, 9. The ‘blind people 

that have eyes ’ etc., probably = ‘ the idols ’ (cp. Ps. cxv. 5 f, 
cxxxv. 16 /.), and the ‘ nations ’ and ‘ peoples ’ are those of 
N. Arabia. Cp. on xli. 1, 21. Read imperatives (so 
Kittel and SBOT). 

xliii. 14. Read (as an approximation to the truth)— 
^NDITT' D ?3 Sob 

; omen niND3p niBhrn 

Chap. xliv. 28. For Th read ■>Jht, ‘mine arm’; note 
the improved parallelism. Cp. on ix. 19. 

Chap. xlv. 1. For imtfp read h-rptr (similarly Ps. ii. 2, 
xx. 7, xxviii. 8, cv. 15, Hab. iii. 13). For (<g, KSpo?) 
some other name must be substituted. That Cyrus 
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took any interest in the Jews, we have no documentary 
evidence (see E. Bib ., 4 Cyrus/ § 6), and even putting aside 
some of the possible references to N. Arabians, enough 
remain to show that the atmosphere of the work is N. 
Arabian. The writer evidently expects some powerful 
prince to subvert the kingdom of the oppressors of Israel, 
and what prince is so likely to have been thought of as a 
chieftain or king of the Nabataeans, the people which in the 
first half of the second century B.C. became predominant in 
the territory of the former Misrim? It is most plausible, 
therefore, to read, not tDTD, but tthirr, Harith (= Aretas). 
That the king of the Nabataeans is meant, is further 
suggested by the most probable correction of nhm in xli. 25 
and 2FS in xlvi. 11. 

Chap. xlvi. 1. Read probably ^NorrP ■ql (thus 
justifying the plur. suffix in orrm Cp. on xli. 21. *0.2 

represents ; bl and Dip both have come from fragments 
of ^onT. 

xlvi. 11. tarp (©, 7 T€T€i7/6v) is unsuitable as a descrip¬ 
tion of Yahwe's anointed, whose right hand' he holds (xlv. 1), 
and as a parallel to ’’ms am Like riN^i (xli, 25) it may 
come from rvr^D ( = Nabataean ?). See on xlviii. 16. 

Chap, xlvii. 1. Read m and (so too v. 5) 

D'tirO ro. These are frequent corruptions. bn probably 
comes from some popular abbreviated form of f?NDm\ which 
indeed the writer of chap, xlvii. may very well have given. 

xlvii. 13. Great misunderstanding has been caused here. 
In spite of Muss-Arnolt’s learned and acute attempt to 
explain from Assyrian, an archaeological catalogue of 
different kinds of soothsayers seems to me improbable. The 
underlying text (after “p^om) appears to be—'Hlh 
f?NDrrr to which is appended (as a gloss?) D*'p t 7 N 

D^ndTIT'i DTO D'nntmri. The troublesome (see 

Marti) and iidno are corruptions of ^ndttp and di$n re¬ 
spectively ; the latter perhaps a correction of D^tDirrS. 

Chap, xlviii. 10. Read ogro 'bx^ ‘in the crucible (?) of 
Cusham,’ and ^NDrrp 1*1X1, ‘ in the furnace of Jerahmeel.* 
W is represented by '220b (of which '22 is a fragment). 
—14. Read and (for the rest see SBOT 

and Marti). So v . 20. 
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xlviii. 14, 16, 20. Read, instead of M.’s v. 14— 

wpah D^yonT is3j?n 
n^N-nN man Dna-m 
■>spn ntop mvia 
: oftha bNpnmsi 

The opening words of v. 16 nm-'iJraffi •'Sn inp (omitted, 
without adequate justification, in SBOT, after Duhm, and 
with the assent of Marti) are really a correction of dd!?D 
1500)1 in v. 14; only Hip is a corruption of D'^NOm'. 
Now, as to v. 16. The closing words ('in nn 5 l) have also 
been omitted upon insufficient grounds. They should be 
taken together with on dq> nnvn nso ; both groups of 
words represent the same underlying original, except that 
mrp (like 13 DN mrp in v. 14) probably represents 

mvaa, a gloss from the margin. The words of which the 
traditional text (M@) is a corruption, probably are—rrjjivi 
f?NOnv T'nnSm. The important notice, prepared for by the 
summons first of the Israelites and then of the Jerahmeelites, 
is, that Harith the Nebaiothite has been sent on his way to 
Jerahmeel. Then, omitting the edifying late insertion in 
w. 17-19, comes the trumpet-call, ‘Go out of Jerahmeel, 
flee from Cushim,’— 

: D^oftsp irna bsipnyp ins 
CHA r. xlix. 1-6. Read— 

'Sn D'l'l? 15D0) 1 
la^mpni 
oN-ip ;pap mrr 

'ptp main ■'sn opp 

nan lam ->3 ntoo 2 
ON-grin im bsa 

■'PT'pipn in*>o>N3 • 

nns ''•737 'b icn’i 8 
in^iin ip ipN bisnlip 
D?ia msS ipnnai 6i 
’raw; nvrb 
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l. 6 

■'flJWC fV? 4 

•'lytp? 'nil fjnnyinfr? 

mrr-nH -^nto p$ 

•'nS^-riN ■>n^«n 

mrr -ion rn-un 5fl 
if? -nyf? ]p?p , ns s 
D' i SMpnr;[-nM] -a»p 
D^Nsptfr^-mjj ohn^i 

n^Nip-nM D-'pnb °* 

T«n 

n»i n»p f?n& 

: 'rens rriT? f?istpixr'» 

xlix. 7. Read d^WDBT -qtf? ]v n^ho 1 ? ]b* ^if?. Cp. 
xlii. 19 (d^P 0.1- 12 (|io?)- 

xlix. 10. MT. ttjpgn inp np: i&|. But rpn does not 
suit rnP. Read D$T| nD"p. The danger from N. Arabian 
ambushes is past See on Ps. cxxi. 6, and for the cor¬ 
rection dot see on Ps. lxxii. 5. 

xlix. 12. Consistently with other emendations, we 
should read here— 

btipryrp n^-n^n 
f®$p nsrp 
Otfad o^i-isp nVsn 
: f>N?por jnwo n^rj 

Plausible as the conjecture D^p (see SBOT\ Marti) may 
be, it must be rejected. 1 Ishmael * is here as indispensable 
as ‘ Jerahmeel/ and also not less possible (epipd = pNDQP ; cp. 
Bethel and Betin). © has e/c 7*79 Uepo-av, where II. = 
another corruption of 

Chap. 1 . 4-6. According to Duhm, * the Servant of Yahw& 
modestly calls himself not a prophet but a prophet’s disciple/ 
Most, however, think that the Servant rather describes 
himself as a disciple of Yahwe (cp. liv. 13), i.e. as a prophet. 
Kittel is of opinion that the teachings which he is apparently 
said to receive, are not theoretical revelations, t\e, do not 
refer to the subject and the manner of his prophetic 
preaching, but are the unspoken lessons implied in his daily 
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experiences. Evidently there is a want of consecutiveness 
in the passage as it stands; vv. $d-g does not connect well 
with w. 4”S a > an d there is a strange obscurity in the 
references to the From a textual point of view, 

D^YlD^ is very suspicious, as arc im msb, pN b TW\ 

and On the analogy of other emendations, we may 

regard the following as at least possible, and inasmuch as it 
recognises the presence of ethnics, not altogether improbable— 

D^NGHT I P?™ nvr ''JTn 4 
btoptyv') tijj | n &\rh nyj*? 

^Nprrn | ^-rms mm 5(4) 

; tb -hriN | THP 

For the expressions in /. 2, compare xliv. 17 (corr. 
text), but also v. 6 (this section), where phi should certainly 
be f?Npm;;> and li. 7. 

CHAP. li. 4-6. <g\s oi fiao-iXek, implies D'bo, which is 
a perfectly regular corruption of d^ndpit. To correspond, 
read or rather D'OIS (cp. d^n, xli. 1, xlix. 1). at 

the end of v. 4 should be D'll (Klo. ; ©, edv&v) as in xlii. 6, 
xlix. 6 ; was produced by the initial (corrupt) reading 

D^DS. should be (cp. on v. 15), and should 

stand at the end of v. 5, where read 

njiK D^Norr-p | labm? mi-jv wiri 

'{bn** and represent D^NoriT. Sec also xlii. 3, end 
(as corrected). On v. 6 sec SBOT. 

li. 7. The colourless tiro# nBin should be Snsd&T 'n 
(see critical note on Ps. Ivi. 2). 

li. ig. =Jer. xxxi. 35. Read with Gunkcl, Schopf. 

u. Chaos , 94, note 8. So also Job xxvi. 12 (otherwise 
Gunkel, p. 36). 

Chap. Hi. 3-6. There may be an earlier underlying text, 
though even this cannot be assigned to the Second Isaiah. 
In v. 3 read perhaps iSwnn DpDl tib\ Dm?p 3 SNprTrS, ‘to 
Jerahmecl were ye sold, and not by Cusham will ye be 
released. 1 In v . 4, point of course D'nsp ; omit the editorial 
insertion DID T \b Si, and continue impttto DBhDi T)DN\ In 

v . 5, omitting corrupt dittograms of Snottv, the variant 
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iSlBD, i-e. D' ,J 7NiDtD' 1 (see on xlix. 7), and the patches nnsn 
and mrp D« 3 , read— 

D^ncm 1 •'qs mb' 

• • "I I • 

: ■’pm Tp^n 

Hi. 11. For the unexpected D$p read D^p. 
lit. 13-liii. 12. The following is a literal translation of a 
text revised with the help of our key (cp. E. Bib. y 1 Servant 
of the Lord *):— 

13 Behold, my Servant will have success; 1 

He will rise, be exalted, and be high. 

Ua Edom and Asshur will be astonished, 

The Jerahmeelites and the Arabians. 

16 The nations will do homage unto him, 

Kings will shut their mouths, 

For that which has not been told them, do they see, 

And that which they have not heard, do they perceive. 

1 But who believed our revelation, 

And Yahwfe’s arm—to whom was it disclosed ? 

2 He grew up as a sapling before us, 

As a plant sprouting from a dry ground: 

No form had he that we should see him, 

No sightliness that we should desire him; 

Had jr or hi s sightliness was marred by Asshur, 

And his form by the sons of Edom. 

8 He was despised and shamefully handled, 

Ulcered from the stripes of Jerahmeei; 2 
He was like a warning before us, 

Despised, and we accounted him not. 

4 But truly our sickness he bore, 

Our pains—he carried them, 

Whilst we accounted him stricken, 

Smitten of God and afflicted. 

6 But for our rebellious acts he was profaned, 

For our guilty deeds he was crushed, 

The chastisement that we merited came upon him 
And through his stripes we were healed. 

1 Read ; MT. ; Budde, 

2 Read ^aonv rtniSno dnqm. 
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8 All we, like sheep, had gone astray, 

We had turned, every one to his own way, 

While Yahwfe made to fall upon him 
The guilt of us all. 

7 He was treated tyrannically, but as for him—he was mute, 
And opened not his mouth, 

As a lamb that is led to the slaughter, 

And as a sheep before its shearers. 

8 And who gave heed to his sufferings, 

And as for his stripes, who reflected— 

That he had been cut off out of the land of the living, 

That for our rebellious acts he had been stricken to death, 

9 And that he had freed the rebellious from sin by his stripes, 
And the wicked by his wounds, 

Because he had done no injustice, 

And there was no deceit in his mouth ? 

10 But Yahwfe had pleasure in his servant, 1 
And rescued 2 his soul from the Asshurites, 

He caused him to see light to the full, 

A posterity that prolonged its life. 

11 The oppressor of his servant was Jerahmeel, 

And his tyrant was Ishmael, 

12 Therefore should he take possession of Jerahmeel, 

And Ishmael should he distribute; 

Inasmuch as he was brought down to Deathland, 

And the Asshurites smote his soul, 

Whilst it was he who bore our stripes, 

And interposed for the rebellious. 

Chap. lvii. 8. Sai; see on Ezek. xvi. i —In v. 9, for 
read The * high mountain,' where sacrifice 

was offered, may be that which seems to be referred to, 
Jer. ii. 34 and iii. 24, where it is not improbably called 
Jerahmeel. 

Chap. lix. 18. Read'— 

Swpnirj route . 

1 tapya = and ’its (Marti). 

2 pWn =. % Snn and rfat;; d'thprd «opk d'wtdk. 
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lxiii. 19 

The nan of MT. is a fragment of ^NDrrr; rmsb is a late 
insertion, to provide a parallel for the corrupt vl 'tib. 

Chap. lx. 8 f Not ships but hurrying riders; cp. 
Hos. xi. 11. Read, as v. 9— 

: ]vid:t anti# rnoKi | yd 

For the nhatj of Ishmael see Gen. xxv. 16. 

Chap, lxiii. 1 . For dyin read not improbably d'im 
( = ^ndttp). 4 Armageddon 1 = f^onT T7. For rrrai read 
■nap. 

lxiii. 11 f Experience elsewhere (see on Ps. xxii. 1 yb) 
dissuades us from simply disregarding ids ntDO as a pair 
of glosses. Read perhaps— 

: I D^NDTTP * 13 )^ 

The ‘days of the Jerahmeelites and Ishmaelites’ are de¬ 
liverances such as are reported in Judg. vi., vii. YDlNt is due 
to Marti. In the next line d;p should perhaps be o*aiSD 
(cp. Djp, xxiv. 14 ?). D^on, which has been wrongly cor¬ 
rected into is really a corruption, the form of which 

was suggested by D^NOrrP in the preceding line. Parallel¬ 
ism is produced by reading— 

: Sstte | dytisp rrN 

In v . 12, for $rrr read to; an arm does not walk, as 
Duhm humorously remarks. 

lxiii. 18. Supplementing the notes in SBOT> pp. 170 
and especially 202, and the remark in E . Bib ., col. 2207, 
and using the newly discovered key, we may indicate as the 
most probable form for a correction, 

: vjonpp | ^ptjn Trap npS 

In MT. T?2D = Trap, on the analogy of Gen. xix. 20, 
xiii. 10; parallel to 'ids nt&D in v. 11; 

ims = D-nso Co = d) ; limp = lanpo. 

lxiii. 19 a. This represents line 4 of the stanza ; it takes 
up and expands the statement in line 3 ( v . 18). Those 
who trample Yahw&’s sanctuary are Jerahmeelites, who have 
never acknowledged the sovereignty of Yahwfe (cp. xxvi. 13). 



i!Nu.Q -sojuqp UBiqBjy are o;bj Xub ;b ;nq ‘{z "x *U 30 
uo oos) urepooun ojb ai puB uit^ ‘CUfflQ = dfflU puB aaiCv 
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oq; oq jpjqs Xubui puy, MUCiN^ = «.m y uiojj ouioo suq 
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—XjqBqojd pBO^J 
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fr-Axi vDiiHia voiiiao & 
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lxvi. 23 

D'pmn consists of corrupt fragments of d^Snoot (cp. 
xlix. 1). 

lxvi. 20. The specification of means of transport is now 
(Duhm, SBOT, Marti) assigned to a glossator. Certainly 
there is a gloss, but it is rather a fresh list of ethnics, as a 
comparison of similar passages (eg. Ezek. xxiii. 5-8) will 
show. Omitting mrro, which conceals a dittographed 
‘worn', the names are Cushim, Jerahmeel, Misrim, Sare- 
phathim. Cp. on Zech. xiv. 15, Ezra ii. 66/ 

lxvi. 21. I am afraid that the ‘ill-advised theory’ 
(Duhm) that the persons who receive the privilege of priest- 
ship are non-Jews is most probably right (cp. on Ps. xcix. 6 ). 
In preference to excising the first S in dtSS, I would now 
propose (taking [do] on and otSS together) to read the 
clause thus— 

: '•> ion D-orraS npN cSnooto cm 
lxvi. 23. For i^-S? read igfo (see on Ps. lxv. 3). 


ADDENDA 

CHAP. xxvi. lb. So, as » n Oh. 20, 1 K. xxi. 23, is very 
doubtful. Read [SnoOTo] SnsdIFo 'mrnjrr. 

Chap, xxxiii. 17. Further progress can be made. In 
2 S. iv. 6 tfg’s i/caOaipev presupposes nSpD, a corruption of 
SnsoOT. So here, Sp» represents SnsoUT, and ns idd 
D^Snaon should almost certainly be DnsSn nans; rPN.is 
most probably a fragment of Snoot. Thus ll. 3 and 4 of 
stanza 11 (see SBOT, ‘Isaiah,’ Heb., p. 21) should run 
thus— 

no-w mrr 11S 

: d^isSt) nsin Snoot 1 

I abandon with much regret the apparent Assyrian loan¬ 
word q-'TODO (see ib., p. 107). 

xxxiii. 21-24. The passage has been recast on a large 
scale. It is possible that w. 21 b and 23 (as far as oa) may 
come from a poetic figurative inashal, on a ship. Putting 
this aside, we can probably restore something like the true 

4 
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xxxiii. 24 


text. Let it, however, be premised that in. v. 20 dSbYi' is 
miswritten for bhWDB' (Ishmael = the Jerahmeelite Negeb). 
Next to Jerusalem, the Negeb enjoyed, the affections of the 
Israelites. 

mrr ttm Snsdb'i p 
tp d't fwoma 
pddb mrr p 
pjrBV tm fpMDrrr'D 
WdB' p^nn 

P3 H'^NDTTT' 
pB non' baa 
ipBn Din 'rr^p 

In v. 21 DB alone might, as elsewhere, represent t 7NiDB"'; 
the reference to Ishmael is here required by the context, and 
the preceding dn seems to be another fragment of the word. 
"oS comes from ^nd, DlpD from Dm'; OPTO, DP**', and 
D'T 'am (cp. on xxii. 15-19) may also be editorial modifica¬ 
tions of fragments of ^Nom'- In v. 22 Ppprro and pd^d 
both, in accordance with parallels, come from buom'D (for 
the former, see on Ps. lx.. 9). In v. 23 In and Ti both 
come from p» ; ~rs, ‘ spoil,’ does not exist hbvt (originally 
D^B ?) represents ^nsdB' ; TOtD comes from S**Dm\ D'HDD 
• (cp. on 2 S. v. 6, 8) represents D'^som'; » *ma should 
probably be m In v. 24 pB refers not to the Jewish 
population but to the neighbours of Israel (cp. Ps. xliv. 14). 
The corruption of 'n'ba into 'n'brt may have suggested the 
transformation of the last line, which hardly needs a comment 
The prophecy is partly parallel to Pss. xliv., and lxxiv., but 
has a strong ‘ Messianic ’ tinge. It is probably this last great 
conflict with Israel’s arch-foe that is referred to. 

Chap. lvii. 5, 6. pin (see on Ps. lii. 10) is probably a 
corruption of SnoTTI'. The two clauses beginning in MT. 
with nnn should run, 'm'. pS iprp and WoB’ ipTO. 
V. 6 a is almost or entirely composed out of miswritten forms 
of Swam'. The prophecy relates to Jews who, in post- 
exilic times, were addicted to N. Arabian religious practices 
Cp. on Ezra ix. 1. 
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Chap. i. i. —Who was Jeremiah? His name is a popular 
distortion of ^NOriT, and his prophecies are filled with 
reference to Jerahmeel. There were half-Jerahmeelites in 
Israel, and full Jerahmeelites outside Israel. To the former, 
Jeremiah, like the prophets in general, seems to have be¬ 
longed. This would not make him necessarily a dweller in 
Negeb, but the statement in Jer. i. I favours this hypothesis. 
For Jeremiah, son of Hilkiah (also, by the way, a Negeb 
name; cp. Mt. Halak), was 4 of the priests that were in 
Anathoth in the land of Benjamin/ Where was Anathoth? 
There was presumably one where the modern 'Anata stands. 
But there was also one in the Negeb. The name 4 Abiezer 
the Anathothite’ stands among Negeb names in 2 S. xxiii. 27, 
1 Chr. xxvii. 12 ; and one remembers that the clan Abiezer 
to which Gideon belonged was a southern clan (see on Judg. 
vi. 11). Abiathar, too, David’s priest, who is called son of 
Ahimelech ( = Jerahmeel), and who * officiated as priest at 
Nob {i.e. probably Gibeon in ' the Negeb), seems to have 
been, like David himself, a man of the Negeb; his family 
estate was, like Jeremiah’s, at Anathoth. We also hear 
(Judg. iii. 30, true text, see note) of a Shimeah ben Anathoth 
who smote the Zarephathites, and in 1 Chr. xxvi. 7 of a 
person called Othni (^aro), a son of Shemaiah (= a man of 
Shema), and one of the ‘sons’ of Obed-edom (or rather 
'Arab-’aram ?); his brothers arc Rcphael, Obed ('Arab?), 
and Elzabad. The 4 land of Benjamin ’ spoken of was in 
the Negeb. pO' itself is a distortion of ; Benjamin’s 

other name was Ben-oni— 4 On ’ is in fact a Negeb clan- 
name. Cp. on vi. 1. 
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i. i o. The 4 nations 9 and ‘ kingdoms’ are those of the 
N. Arabian borderland (see on xxv. 15-29, and xlvL-li. 

i. 14 Duhm is very naturally puzzled by the 

* kingdoms in the north/ Neither the Scythians nor the 
Chaldaeans could be so described. JTO^DD here seems to 
come from ^woriT, and pos, as in iii. 12, 18, iv. 6 (cp. 
on v . 15), vi. 1, 22, x. 22, xvi. 15, xxiii. 8, is the name of 
the N. Arabian region whence the invaders were to come. 
Cp. on xv. 12 and Ezek. i. 4. ® arbitrarily omits mrTDBD. 

As to D'nriN see on vii. 18. 

Chap. ii. 6. For nm© read ^©n (|| — 10. For 

D^rd "N read rosn ms, 4 Maacathite Arabia ’—much more 
within the prophet’s horizon. So in Ezek. xxvii. 6.— 
14. The questions as here put are unnatural. The key 
to the passage is Am. ix. 7. Read [^] m nsn 

Nin on, 4 Is the house ot Israel to me [as] Arabia, 

or is he [as] Jerahmeel,' i.e. am I as indifferent to the fate 
of Israel as I am to that of Arabian Jerahmeel ? Cp. xxii. 6. 

and are not unfrequently compounded, t^ 1 for 
Vrv, as in Gen. xiv. 14. For the metrical arrangement see 
Duhm ; but read isra (so Gr.) as iv. 26. 

ii. 16. Why should Memphis and Daphnse (?) be specially 
mentioned? The context, as we shall see, refers to N. 
Arabia. Read SwonT Trim?? YD'DI. For 4 Naphtoah ’ see 
on Isa. xix. 13. oriDD = jono = Ssom*'; cp. pro*. See 
E . Bib.> 4 Phinehas,' § 1, and, for a confirmation, note on 
xlvi. 15. AN. Arabian invasion is anticipated (see v. 18). 
But cp. E . Bjb.y 4 Hanes * and 4 Tahpanhes,' where W. Max 
Muller has done his best for an Egyptian reference. 

ii. 18. The reference is not to Egypt and Assyria but 
to Misrim and Ashhur. Tin© cannot mean the Nile ; it is 
a modification of Yin©N. In Gen. xv. 18 we hear of a 4 river 
of Misrim 9 and a * river of Jerahmeel, the river Ephrath/ 
In our passage Yin© and should perhaps change places ; 
perhaps, too, nm has supplanted the name mow. Cp. on 
2 K. v. 12 and Mic. vii. 11-13 ; and see SllIHOR. 

ii. 34. A reference to the law in Ex. xxii. 1 [2] is most 
improbable. Read ^onY'^ ^2 Dn^osn ©Timm nS, 4 not 
by spears didst thou destroy them, but upon Jerahmeel/ 
nmn = spear, javelin (Ass. tartahu ; see on Job xli. 21, Ps. 
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lv. 22). The mountain shrine of Gibeath-jerahmeel (see on 
iii. 24) is meant, where the rite of the sacrifice of children 
was probably still in full force (cp. Gen. xxii. 1). That 
Jerahmeelite sanctuaries were frequented by Israelites, we 
know from Amos and Hosea. Observe that <§, Pesh., Vg. 
render (not n^tf). Also, especially, that nnb (v. 37, 
end) and (iii. 1, beginning) are both superfluous, and 

both evidently corrupt. Probably both words are attempts 
to read an indistinctly written ShdiTP, which originally stood 
in the margin as, a correction of So in v . 34. 

Chap. iii. 2. ‘ a verb of obscure origin * (Ges.-Bu.). 

Is it not miswritten for aj^n, ‘to weaken, overthrow’ = njv ? 
—3. rriv, here of the predatory Arabians or Bedouins. 
—12. rn&$, ‘ towards Saphon* (see on i. 14), because the 
Israelites had already been carried captive to Ashhur or 
Jerahmeel. See on 2 K. xvii. 6. Hence in v. 18, ‘they 
shall come together out of the land of Saphon.’ 

iii. 23 f The critics deal too lightly with the D in 

rvu? 13 D, and quite miss the plain original of D'Hi’T. The key 
to the passage is Zech. xii. 11 (see note). Read, transposing 
for a metrical reason, jvarr; ^NDnv ruoan pH, ‘ Truly 

vain is the noisy rite at Gibeath-jerahmeel.’ The latter 
name also occurs in Judg. vii. i, disguised as ‘Gibeath- 
hammoreh ’ (see ‘ Moreh,’ E. Bib.). For noon read nB^n, 

‘ the Cushite goddess ’ (see on vii. i8, Hos. ix. io); in xi. 13 
|| to ‘ Baal.’ 

Chap. iv. 5. Duhm deletes the opening words ; metrical 
grounds justify this, but the supposed absurdity in calling 
on Jerusalemites to flee to Zion is due to transcriptional error. 
For a t 3»rr>n rmm read ^NDaor'l ^wonTl. Later writers 
( e.g. psalmists) use ‘Jerahmeel’ and ‘ Ishmael’ as synonyms, 
and the scribes now and again transform * Ishmael ’ into 
‘Jerusalem’ (cp. on vi. 1). The Judahites in the country 
parts of the Negeb exhort one another to take refuge in the 
fortified places (cp. vi. 1 ff. and xxxv. 1, 11). 

iv. 11 f. A most improbable text. In particular, v. 12 b 
is deleted by Duhm as a foolish and prosaic insertion. Most 
probably, however, it has grown out of a corrupt form of 
DTiDns -mo, and this should be restored in v. 11 a (for D'D© 
•mol). Read, therefore, in v. 11 a, 'is 'o rm, after which 
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we should perhaps, with Duhm, insert In v. 12 a for 

rr^NO rni read ^«oriT rm. Thus, ‘ a wind of the desert 
of the .Zarephathites ’ is parallel to ‘ a wind of Jerahmeel.’ 

iv. 15-17. See E. Bib., col. 3894. Duhm’s notes again 
seem to show that he has hardly realised the true nature of 
glosses. It is clear from the psalms that glosses often con¬ 
sist of a string of ethnics. dtqn inn, it is true, is a more 
useful gloss; ‘ On ’ may not have been generally known in a 
later age. Tram = otto; D v a*? = D , 'uAa; is’DBn, o^onv-Ss, 
and (in v. 1 7) TDBD = D^NSDB''; TIDD = B'BS. In the 
genuine portion D’HSa = D"nso. Read — 

jiND y'Dqjo’i I J7P Tap Sip ^ 

{ Snorri'' 'nno I o^na dtxd nan 

That w. 1 "jb and 18 are a later insertion need not, how¬ 
ever, be questioned. (Winckler [AOF^, ii. 228] unneces¬ 
sarily takes offence at DSip. The battle-cry of these foes 
was famous among the Israelites.) 

iv. 20. * My tent curtains are spoiled ’ is improbable 

(x. 20 is quite different). Read ■Spvr (see on Ps. xv. 1) and 
Tao-itf (see on Hab. iii. 7). 

iv. 29. ‘Noise of the horsemen and archers’? Judg. 
v. n and 22 are corrupt. Read [Dtps] SnonTi nD"is Slpo. 
For nBp non see on Ps. lxxviii. 9. 

Chap. v. 15. Duhm unintentionally shows the im¬ 
probability of MT. Read— 

pmoo ■'ll I dtSs hod -oarr 
i Dnm dSd I mns *np3 wdbn 

mn ;n'N (Ethan) and win oSiiiD (Jerahmeel) are glosses 
(E. Bib., col. 3894); v. 15^ implies that a late editor identified 
the people with the Chaldaeans. @ marks a middle stage 
of textual corruption and development. * From far ’ means 
‘ from a distant part of N. Arabia.’ 

Chap. vi. 1 ff. See E. Bib., col. 3894. Duhm finds it 
* not quite clear ’ why the prophet only suggests flight to the 
Benjamite element in the population of Jerusalem. Geo¬ 
graphically, too, he does not understand how Tekoa and 
Beth-hakkerem come to be introduced since the Scythian 
invader comes from the north. But the trouble is all due 
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to the redactor. The invader really comes from the land of 
Saphon in the N. Arabian border-land, and the persons 
addressed are the Benjamite inhabitants of the land of 
Jerahmeel or Ishmael (for the change of into dSbvp 

see on iv. 5). Tekoa, or rather (see E. Bib., ‘Tekoa’) 
Maacath, and Beth-haccerem (a popular distortion of Beth- 
jerahmeel) are places in the Negeb. It should be observed 
that the Benjamites did not all move northward. As their 
name (]Q^l=]Q^l) indicates, they were of Jerahmeelite 
origin, and they clung (like portions of other tribes) to their 
old home. Read thus in two-line stanzas— 


mpo I 
D'on rvi-im I 
jrs-ni ncn I 
D^NQm’l I 

I7*7itr-ni$ vi? I 
□inn rpn I 
Dms ’its?? I 
: nrvnum I 


joii -on tjot 
is"i® "ispn nasal 
nissam man 2 
Dias "ini 1 n ,£ ?N 
D i ma rrSs ’ispn 3 
nan^a m^s ’mrrp 
Dm ms-i iaS nw 4 
nWn nSsai "imp 


The passage suffers from many accretions, some of which 
(eg. that in v. 2, cp. iv. 6) are mere interpolations, others are 
miswritten glosses. Among the latter note for f?Nom\ 

and 'bbx for The corrections (besides the two 

already mentioned) are ncn for 'rro'T (so also Du., following 
@), for (see on xii. io), D^Nonr for nrr v mx 

for ano (as Ps. xii. 9, etc.), vi* for w, nmD v nw for 
vttin or**, ^onp for iimp, d-oh nm for onma, om* for 
mv, and rr:m for rrnWiH (so already Du., after @). Wc 
now obtain a plausible and, in the main, probably correct 
text The first great success of the N. Arabians is the 
capture of Beth-haccerem, otherwise called Beth-jerahmeel, 
in the Negeb; it was here that they offered the sacrifices 
which 4 consecrated 9 the war. The Israelitish inhabitants of 
the Negeb are therefore once more (see on iv. 5) summoned 
to take refuge in the fortified cities, and to give warning by 
signals to their neighbours further north. For the goal of 
the invaders is the comely and luxurious Jerusalem. Cp. 
on Hos. v. 8. 

vi. 12= viii. 1 o. For o^rm read ^NDITP (cp. on vii. 
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18), and for D'tDn, or (as viii. 10 gives) D’TOP^, read probably 

vi. 25 b should run ^NDrrv’ yrsh yyj ra, ‘for 

(there is) the sword of Arabia, of Jerahmeel, of Ishmael.* 
Cp. xx. 3, 10, xlvi. s, xlix. 29. Observe that @ nowhere 
recognises tiid, which, like im, represents f?NDnT, and is 
therefore superfluous here, 

vi. 26. D'HTion is suspicious (see on xxxi. 15). Nor 
does 'n *tddd make a satisfactory parallelism with TIT 
A study of Zech. xii. 10 will show that TIT is one of the 
possible corruptions of fworiT, and from Hos. x. 14 (cp. on 
Am. i. 13) we gather that the cruelties attendant on the 
capture of Beth-jerahmeel by a N. Arabian foe (see E . Bid., 
‘ Salma *) were proverbial in the time of Hosea. Zech. xii. 10 
also shows that no may possibly be a fragment of and 

the corrupt Dnsonn shows that a prefixed n may possibly 
represent mu in a compound place-name. It is plausible 
and even, considering the atmosphere of the context, necessary 
to read here ^NDITP ITU TJDD TO? ‘ make for 

thyself a Jerahmeel mourning, a Beth-jerahmeel lamentation.* 
The idea in the writers mind may be that the horrors of the 
famous capture of Beth-jerahmeel were about to be repeated ; 
he expresses this poetically by summoning the people of 
Judah to mourn as the Beth-jerahmeelites mourned. Beth- 
jerahmeel has already been mentioned in vi. 1. 

CHAP. vii. 18. DT#i 7 mbzb. Shall we point njbo ? © 
in li. 18^. gives rr} f 3 a<r£kL(T<rr) rod ovpavov , and Pesh. in xliv. 
19 malkat sfonayya ; also in the inscription of Eshmunazar we 
find DVTN DDtfl mnt&s, ‘Astarte of the great heavens.* The 
points give rpSo = MwSp ; cp. rrj arparia tov ovpavov. 
So, too, MSS. and (except in xliv. 19) Pesh. See E. Bib., 
‘ Queen of Heaven.* It has escaped notice, however, that 
the phrase is parallel here to Dt6n, under which lies 

SnotT tt^n, ‘the gods of Jerameel.* In xliv. 17 the Jews 
say that they and their fathers have constantly performed 
the rites of this divinity; and we can hardly doubt that the 
same deity is referred to in iii. 24 where probably the true 
text says that ‘ the Cushite [goddess] has eaten up the wealth * 
of the fathers of this generation. The phrase 
occurs again in xix. 4 in connection with Baal, and in xliv. 
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3, 8, not indeed in the same context as here, but yet in con¬ 
nection with 'mn HD^D. In i. 16, too, we should probably 
read ‘and have sacrified to nr v6n/ and in vii. 18, xliv. 

17 ff. For trDm[n] mbs let us accordingly venture to read 
rcbfty ‘ the malkah (queen) of Ishmael/ t.e . either the 
moon or, less probably, Venus ( = the Bab. Istar). See on 
2 K. xxiii. $ (mbto), Ezek. viii. 14, Zeph. i. 5 ; and note 
that Baal-zebub probably comes from Baal-ishmael (see on 
2 K. i. 2-16). 

Chap. viii. 13, end. Read perhaps D'yizb DitSdtt iHNl 
(cp. v . 10). 

viii. 16. The southern Dan ( = Halusah?) is meant. 
See E . Bib., ‘ Micah/ 2 ; 4 Prophecy/ § 40. 

viii. 19. D'pmo pNO should perhaps be pNC. 

The Judahite land of Jerahmeel may be meant. The follow¬ 
ing words are inappropriate for exiles (cp. Duhm). 

viii. 22. Did (mastic) really grow in Gilead? Post 

could not find it there (Hastings, DB , i. 236 ; but cp. Conder, 
Heth and Moab , 188). And were there (cp. Duhm) friendly 
physicians there? Here, as often {eg. xxii. 6), is a 

Gilead in the Negeb. The near part of the Jerahmeelite 
land was still occupied by the Israelites ; medical help might 
therefore be looked for. This illustrates xlvi. 11, ‘ Go up to 
Jerahmeel (MT. and <g) and fetch “ balm/ 1 O virgin people 
of Misrim.’ Cp. Gen. xxxvii. 35 ; the products mentioned 
together with are certainly Arabian. 

CHAP. ix. 1 ff. The passage was manipulated by a 
redactor after corruption had taken place. The first stanza 
(cp. Duhm) should close with D'Hll m2££. For dttin p^D 
(reads aradfiov eaycvrov = pini* which Giesebrecht 

and Cornill prefer. The word which underlies both DTT)N 
and pirrtf ; D is D^NDnT, which forms the second part of the 
line (verse), 4 Oh that one would put me in the wilderness | of 
those of Jerahmeel! 1 Duhm’s comment (with his reference to 
Ps. lv. 7 f) now becomes unnecessary. Cp. on ’lSp pf?o, 2 K. 
xix. 23, and the v.L in Isa. xxxvii. 24, also on 2 S. xxi. 19. 

ix. 2. Omit b before rmow (Duhm, after ®), and read 
stanza 2 (comparing v . 4 a )— 

ninoi* vh\ I ‘lpm nrratD-nN r dti. 

: xmb 'nw I w 1 n^-bn rrsno "0 
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Dnttfp is an expansion of ntDp, a variant to 1 pt&; 'nut 
and pNl have both grown out of tut. is specially 

liable to be miswritten (see Psalms). 

ix. 18. Duhm calls pit* ‘an unusually foolish in¬ 
terpolation.’ Hardly. 'juts clearly comes from 'Diu. Owing 
to its partial similarity to (= mDeri**), it has practically 

expelled that word. The closing words 'dqjd iD^tDrr *0 are a 
supplemented comment on the true text, which doubtless 
is— 

: pN I ind 'nmi 

ix. 24 f On this singular passage Duhm comments 
thus, ‘ At a future time Yahwe will punish those peoples 
which perform the rite of bodily circumcision but are 
spiritually uncircumcised.’ Like other commentators, he 
supposes that all the peoples mentioned do perform this rite. 
1 Singularly enough,’ he adds, ‘ the Jews are placed between 
the Egyptians and the Edomites; did the writer live in 
Egypt?*’ N. Schmidt (E. Bib., col. 2385) explains 
rrnsn, ‘ all who have the sign in their body though they fail 
to unite with Israel as proselytes,’ and calls the ‘ polling the 
hair of the dwellers in the desert ‘ a kindred custom.’ 
Singular indeed! Experience of the ways of the scribes 
enables us to rectify the mischief which has evidently 
occurred. For r£nia read ; then 

continue D'TiD'iS’W] Tisp-^n D , HSp~ba 

trnvrbn The remainder of v. 25 is an 

editorial expansion of a gloss consisting of two ethnics, viz. 
fwonr and hmovr That ubv9 is constantly substi¬ 

tuted for ^NDriT or D^MDrvr has been already pointed out; 
Ezek. xliv. 7 is specially parallel. Cp. E . Bib., ‘ Moses,’ § 7, 
with n. 2. The religious contempt of later Jews for the 
uncircumcised may perhaps be seen in the substitution. 

Chap. x. <g represents only vv. 1-4, 9 (in a different 
form), 5b (from inm), and n-16. Vv. 12-16 also occur in 
li. 15*19* Duhm accepts, as the original kernel, vv. 1-3 a (as 
far as ^irr), 5b, 10, 12-16; v. 11 is a spell to be used against 
comets and the like. What Duhm has not noticed is the 
Jerahmeelite references. V. 2b is evidently a gloss; the 
scribe defends what he feels to be an uncertain reading, viz. 
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innrr^N f wn mnND. Parallelism, however, requires tteahp 
anprr^N This has reference to the increased addiction 

of the Jews to the Jerahmeelite cultus referred to in vii. 18, 
Zeph. i. 5, etc.; cp. also on 2 K. xxiii. 

x. 3. For D'Dsn read * Arammites’ = ‘ Jerah- 

meelites.’ 

x. 8. D^nn hdid. The use of 'id’id, c discipline/ as a 
term for * religion/ says Duhm, suggests that the law must 
already have had a long period of supremacy. This is too 
hazardous. Read SwonT nt\d, ‘ the object of Jerahmcel’s 
veneration’ (cp. Isa. viii. 12 /). / nn = / nT; cp. on Ps. 
xxxi. 7. 

Chap. xi. 15-17 ‘has suffered much, and in MT. is 
almost untranslatable’ (Duhm). For we should expect 
TTPT, but neither the one nor the other is really probable 
in this context (xii. 7 is different). In Gen. xiv. 14 (see 
note) am 'nrb' comes from ^nditp m. Similarly here. 
Comparing ii. 18, read— 

nfrian rnto**? I ^Norm rrm i^ttd 
: inm w I anpnttna mnon 

‘ What hast thou to do in the temple of Jerahmeel—to 
practise the crimes? Can spells and consecrated flesh 
remove thy wickedness?’ Jerahmeel here may be either a 
place-name or the name of a god (cp. on ii. 34). We here 
omit and Y rbsn as editorial adjustments of the 

corruptly written words bwnto' ^Nonv (a note on the mis¬ 
written —In v. 16 each of the three opening words 

(fnp^, n^ion [see on ix. 25, Ezek. i. 24], and nfrrc [see on 
Gen. x. 12]) is a corruption of ^Norrr. ‘Jerahmeel has 
kindled fire against thee’ (tSs as Tg.). Parallels abound. 

xi. 19 / cannot be right. But arfei will 

hardly do; in Dt. xxxiv. 7 read Sbxh cp. Job xxx - 2, where 

should be frn. Read rhobri tlTN, ‘the dreamer.’—In 
v. 20, end, read Wpryi % n TvnN is a scribe’s addition 
(so Du.). Duhm’s will not do ; the || passages are 

corrupt (see on Ps. xxii. 9). 

Chap. xii. 1 o. For dw read D'ans; metre and 
sense gain. Cp. on vi. 1 (stanza 3 of poem, line 1). The 
‘ Scythian shepherds ’ disappear. 
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xii. 12. For mrr^ nn read ^Norrv 'n (vi. 25). 

Chap. xiii. 1-7. The strangeness of this narrative natur¬ 
ally provokes Duhm. It is not the Wady F&rah which is 
referred to as rnD (<® explains Fivtj}pd-n]v), but the TTjBlj “irra = 
D'nsp UT 3 . A wady in the Negeb is meant—that which 
bordered the district called Ephrath (sde on xlvi. 2, and cp. 
E. Bib., ' Shihor’). The loin-cloth was to be ‘hidden ’ there, 
in a ‘ cleft of the rock,’ as a sign of the N. Arabian captivity 
of the Israelites. It was held to be just retribution that 
those who went aside to Jerahmeelite duties (in v. 10 read 
fworrv TtSm) should be chastised by Jerahmeelites. Cp. on 
in. 23/ 

Chap. iiii. 12 ff. Again Duhm is sorely tried by the 
childishness of the ‘ Midrash writer,’—Thus saith Yah we, the 
God of Israel, ‘ Every bottle is filled with wine,’ and of the 
public which answers, * Do we not know that every bottle is 
filled with wine ? ’ Experience justifies us in questioning this 
verdict on supplementers. Is not the key to w. 12-14 
supplied by w. 18, 19, which the supplementer rightly 
understood to refer to the overwhelming of the Israelitish 
settlements in the Negeb by the Jerahmeelites or N. Arabians ? 
Even if this be not the right solution, it is at least not un¬ 
worthy to be so. Let us, then, for ^33*^3 read vn n-^i. 
The statement then becomes, * The whole Negeb is filled 
with wine.’ E. H. Palmer mentions the curious fact that— 

‘Among the most striking characteristics of the Negeb are miles 
of hill-sides and valleys covered with the small stone heaps formed 
by sweeping together in regular swathes the flints which strew the 
ground; along these grapes were trained, and they still retain the 
name of teleildt el- anab or grape-mounds ’; 1 

and it has been already pointed out 2 that * Eshcol,’ so 
famous for its grapes, was more than probably in the Negeb. 
If this new reading is correct, v. 13 must have been rewritten 
by a redactor, and in its original form must have run simply, 
‘ Behold, I am about to fill all the inhabitants of this land 
with drunkenness.’ The intermediate words are very charac¬ 
teristic of the redactors (cp. xvii. 20, xix. 3, xxii. 2). 

xiii. 18/ If it is really a complete national captivity 

1 Desert of the Exodus , p. 352. 2 E. Bib., ‘Negeb,’ § 7. 
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which is meant, why is it said, ‘ The cities of the Negeb are 
shut up ’ ? The answer is that the Negeb was a separable 
part of the Judahite kingdom, and that Jeremiah, if he came 
from the Negeb (see on i. i), had a special interest in its 
fate. If so, i.e. if the cities of the Negeb are referred to, not 
as ‘the last Judahite cities/ but as the first which an invader 
from Zaphon would overpower, we expect to find in v. 1 8 the 
names of two of those cities. And * he that seeketh, findeth.' 
Read rrvED^n nbN. The two cities are Kirjath- 

jerahmeel and Chephirah; the former, it is true, is better 
known under the corrupt form of name—K.-jearim, which, 
together with Chephirah, appears in Josh. ix. 17 (see note) 
among the cities leagued with Gibeon, and situated, accord¬ 
ing to the earlier tradition, in the Negeb. The 4 crown r 
which is upon their heads refers to the battlements of the 
walls; if rnipSDn is the right reading in Isa. xxiii. 8 (see 
SBO T y ad loci), we are provided with a splendid parallel. 
This, however, is not absolutely necessary. ^QtDn reminds 
us of Isa. xxv. 12, where the 4 humiliation 9 of the lofty walls 
of the capital of Missur (for imo read T&p) is expressed by 
the same verb. Cp. also Isa. xlvii. I ('itm m). for 

'nr is a common corruption. [The ordinary view of xiii. 18 
is opposed to the context. Nor is it clear that, without a 
parallel, we are justified in supposing that a prophet would 
have spoken in one breath of the king and the queen- 
mother.] 

Chap. xv. 12. To alter pas and ntorD (Du.) is too 
arbitrary ; both pos and n^TT, as Winckler (A T. Untersuch 
180) saw, are names of places—only not (as he supposed) 
of Baal-zephon and Chalcis. What 4 Zaphon ' is, we know 
(see on i. 14); ’"PTT, as in Ezek. xxvii. 11 , is a corruption 
of ^onr. Thus the iron of Zaphon and the copper of 
Jerahmeel are combined. The 4 land whose stones are iron, 
and out of whose hills thou mayest dig copper 1 (Dt. viii. 9) 
is the Negeb. Observe that Moses made a serpent of copper 
in the wilderness (Num. xxi. 9). [N. Schmidt ( E . Bib., col. 

2390) omits pDS, which word, however, is decisive for the 
general reference of w. 12 /] 

Chap. xvii. 11. The commentators with one voice sup¬ 
pose here a popular superstition. Against this see E. Bib., 
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xix. 2 


* Partridge. 1 The passage is || to w. 5 f t and should run 
h&bl 11} I'm, ‘Cursed is the pernicious man who 
acquires riches wrongfully/—16. The opening words are 
impossible, and upon D'l' 1 is hardly less questionable (see 
SBOT 9 crit. note on Isa. xvii. 11). Read probably— 

I -ms »b 
: rum nnw I -rmnn vb 

It was his constantly prophesying of the Jerahmeelites that 
made Jeremiah so unpopular. 7NSDBP often assumes such 
a disguise as WXM (see on Ps. lvi. 2, xc. 3, and cp. E. Bib . 

‘ Sinai *). 

Chap. xix. 2. For mDinn read D'Hntiton ‘ (the gate of) 
the Ashhurites)/ See on Isa, xix. 18, Judg. i. 34. The 
names of the gates of Jerusalem are often transformed 
ethnics. Thus, the * horse-gate ’ should be the ‘ gate of the 
Cushites 1 ; the ‘fish-gate/ the ‘gate of the Gadites*; the 
‘dung-gate/ the ‘gate of the Zarephathites/ All these 
ethnics are, as we shall see, N. Arabian. 

xix. 4. For o'-irm read ^nottp 'Th\h. See on 

vii. 18. 

Chap. xx. i. Pashhur is a distinctly Jerahmeelite name 
(see, e.g.j 1 Chr. ix. 12), just like Zephaniah, the name of the 
fellow-priest of another Pashhur in xxi. 1. The ‘father* of 
Pashhur 1 is called Immer, the father of Pashhur 2 is called 
‘Melchiah* (both names come from ‘JerahmeeP), while 
Zephaniah’s father is Maaseiah (= Ishmael). A Pashhur, 
son of Melchiah, is referred to in 1 Chr. ix. 12 (see E. Bib., 
‘ Pashhur ’) with other names which are transparently N. 
Arabian. Another Zephaniah, father of ‘ Josiah * (Shemaiah ?) 
is also mentioned in a narrative suspected of having a N. 
Arabian reference (see on Zech. vi. 10), and again another 
in a list of Kohathite names, which are as evidently N. 
Arabian as those in 1 Chr. ix. 10-12. The meaning of 
‘ Zephaniah * is plain (see on Zeph. i. 1); that of ‘ Pashhur * 
is somewhat doubtful. Some of ® L, s readings (see E\ Bib ., 
col. 3589) suggest as the origin Pedasshur or Pedahzur (@, 
TraZa<T<rovp ). If we restore ‘ Pedahzur* for ‘ Pashhur/ we get 
a contrast in v. 3 between ‘ God (Ttt) has redeemed * and 
‘ Terror on every side/ TlDO TOD is certainly corrupt, but 
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the corruption existed as early as the time of the late writer 
of xx. 1-6; for the idiom see Ezek. xxi. 17, and for the 
true reading of the original phrase see on vi. 25. Siegfr.- 
Stade, following @ (jiiroifcov), omit TODD, and render ‘ das 
Hinwegziehen/ but TO can hardly mean ‘ umherziehen/ and 
'dd 'id occurs in the MT. of v . 10. 

xx. 4-10, xxi. 2, 4, etc. comes from a corruption 

of ^NWTf 1 ; enma should be D^aro. Both, ordinary textual 
phenomena.— Vv. 8-10 are very far from correct The 
original text had become corrupt, and was recast by the 
redactor. *is$ (y. 9) (masc.!) may represent a dittographed 
; ciss[a].— V. 10 has probably been rewritten on the basis of 
corrupt and dittographed ethnics. We may therefore plausibly 
restore thus— 

T® I TTIDNI 

: miDJua mn I xovo mm 

* 

fjNwaon f?NonT I d-qis nan miso© •'a 
? 'h rrSaaaa I ©an: aaT ?3 

The closing words of v. 10, as Duhm has seen, are a gloss. 

Chap. xxi. 1. * Pashhur,’ * Zephaniah.’ See on xx. 1. 

xxi. 11 f See next note but one. 

xxi. 13/ Giesebrecht has pointed out that w. 11, 12 
and w. 13, 14 are not consecutive, also that in v. 14 from 
''mpDl to-mm is an insertion. He further doubts whether 
the city addressed is Jerusalem ; so also does Graf, referring 
to xlviii. 8. Duhm rightly thinks that v. 13 is a quotation 
from some poem, and that though the person who inserted 
it, and who also wrote v. 14, applied it to Jerusalem, this 
was not the original meaning. Comparing xlvii. 5, xlviii. 
8, 21 (corr. text), we may read (in v. 13)— 

! tied') f?NDrrp ninr w 

It is a prophecy (the work of some late writer) against 
the Jerahmeelites and Misrites (cp. on ix. 24 /.). The open¬ 
ing phrase 'van occurs again in 1 . 31, li. 25, Nah. ii. 14, 
iii. 5. In each case the reference seems to. be to Israel’s 
great Jerahmeelite or N. Arabian foe. For lamiawsa re ad 
wmaoiHl (cp. Am. i. 4, etc.). 
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xxi. 11 /, xxii. 1-5. Alternative introductions to the 
composite work, xxii. 6-30. Both, as will be presently seen, 
presuppose in v. 6 the corrupt reading rmrr m, which 
the writers of the introductions understand to mean ‘the 
house of the king of Judah.’ xxi. X 2 a and xxii. 4 a are equiva¬ 
lent ; xxi. 12 b = iv. 4 b ; xxii. 4 nearly = xvii. 2 5. Evidently 
not of the age of Jeremiah. 

CHAP. xxii. 6-30. Vv. 8 f, as £>uhm has seen, are 
late; they continue v. 14. But w. 6 f may be Jeremiah’s. 
Duhm criticises the heading (in v.- 6) as plainly incorrect; a 
royal house or palace cannot become ‘uninhabited cities.’ 
According to him, w. 6b, 7 are addressed to Israel; he 
inserts SniQT after ~b, producing this sense, ‘ A Gilead art 
thou unto me, O Israel.’ But surely, from Duhm’s point of 
view, we should sooner expect D^onT "b nnN. We must 
therefore ask leave to apply our new key to this difficult 
passage, and by doing so we attain this result, which, how¬ 
ever, implies results already gained by the study (in the 
same fresh light) of 2 K. xxiii. Shallum, son of Josiah, 
pursued the policy of his father, who annexed certain portions 
of the Jerahmeelitc Negeb which had belonged to Israel. 
Among the most important places in this region was Beth- 
jerahmeel, the possession of which was specially coveted 
by Israelites and N. Arabians alike (cp. on Hos. x. 14). 
Possibly it was the place associated, as it seems, by Jeremiah 
(see on ii. 34) with the practice of the sacrifice of children ; 
and if so, w. 8 /, which are not Jeremiah’s, may have taken 
the place of a stanza which referred to this sinful custom. 
On this, however, no stress should be laid. All that it is 
important to hold is that ~\ba in 'd rva, as so often in the 
OT., represents The heading therefore states that 

the following prophecy relates to a place (and district?) 
called Beth-melek (or Beth-jerahmeel); rmrr which follows 
is probably an editorial expansion of a corruptly written TTH. 
Read, therefore, in v. 16— 

: pa^n man I h nriN nn 

and compare TTH, Isa. xxxv. 2. The meaning is that 

though Beth-jerahmeel is recognised by Yahwfe as being the 
pride of Gilead and the choicest part of the Lebanon-country, 
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xxii. 19 

yet he will make both it and its neighbour-cities a desolation. 
The southern Lebanon (Gebalon ?) is meant; cp. on 1 K. 
v. 6. A supplementer, however, seems to have imagined a 
reference to Jerusalem (vv. 8, 9). 

Vv . 10-12 and 13-17 belong apparently to a cycle of 
poems (of Jeremiah ?) on kings of Judah ; the former passage 
relates to Shallum (= Jehoahaz ?), the latter to Jehoiakim. 
Vv. 13 f refer to royal building operations, not, however, 
at Jerusalem but in the Negeb, certain places in which region 
needed to be fortified. Such fortifications may perhaps be 
referred to in 1 K. ix. 15-19(1 Chr. viii. 4-6), 2 Chr. xi. 6-10, 
xxvi. 6. See E . Bib., 1 Rehoboam/ * Solomon. 1 The supposed 
description of a palace with its n \ybs> (combined in v. 14 with 
DTirip, masculine! also Pual, here only), its Hittite archi¬ 
tecture (? 'OlWr), its cedar ceiling and vermilion painting, is 
purely imaginary. The case is similar to that of the descrip¬ 
tion of * the men portrayed upon the wall* (Ezek. xxiii. 14 /). 

is most probably from m^TiD. This gives us the key 
to rrvro nra, and consequently to im, both of which should 
be ( C P* 2 Chr. xv & I2 > xxvii. 4). And if our leading 

idea is correct we cannot help restoring in v . 14 b the names 
of conquered places. Read, in v. 14, nvrri TOl-^in 

fcDt&D VrnfrnDl, and in v. 15, omitting the bracketed 
words as glosses, ^nditp *p:ri rnrrio rrrm ■'frroiiK 
[ti 2DH] Dttnyi [ttcdi] For the idiom *b $pl, cp. 2 Chr. 

xxxii. 1, Isa. vii. 6. 

V. 15 now seems to be clear, i^onrr, ‘ shall thou con¬ 
tinue to reign/ can hardly be right. The contrast is between 
the father, Josiah, with whom it was well, and the son, 
Jehoiakim, with whom (we may assume) it was not well; 
cp. also v. 30 (rb^ nS). Read nbsnn, and for rmi mnno 
read *1201 mano. The poet asks, * Will going to war 
(l rrann, Dt. ii. 5, 19) with the neighbouring kingdom of 
Missur (the archaic phrase was too firmly rooted to be given 
up) be any guarantee of thy prosperity ? How unlike art 
thou to thy father, who led a peaceable life, and devoted all 
his energies to administering justice, and who was rewarded 
by prosperity 9 ! It is true, Josiah did meddle with warfare at 
the close, but then, emphatically, it was not i well with him.* 

xxii. 19. Those who will may believe that Jeremiah 

S 



66 CRITICA BIBLICA xxii. 20 

wrote the phrase ‘with the burial of an ass/ YiDrr (see 
E. Bib., 1 Sheehan/ 2) is one of the regular transformations 
of Snott; the same word also appears as nubno, as in 
Am. v. 27. Read btuouri f?NDrrr nTQpfn]. 

The threat is that Jehoiakim shall die and be buried as a 
captive in Jerahmeel. Two words in MT., ^t&m and 
appear to be editorial insertions. D^tDYr has grown out of 
bMOtir (see on iv. 15-17). 

xxii. 20. An ideal woman, personifying a community, 
is told to lift up her voice in Lebanon, Bashan, and Abarim. 
It is supposed that Abarim here denotes the E. range of 
mountains in its entire extent, so as to cover both Gilead 
and Moab, and a parallel for this is found in Ezek. xxxix. 11, 
where '1 is now generally read ge ha-abarim , 4 a valley 

of [Mt.] Abarim * (so first Hitzig), not in the narrower but 
in the wider sense. The narrower sense ( = the edge of the 
Moabite plateau) is supported by the other occurrences of 
the word. Such is the view endorsed by the lexicons. It 
urgently needs revision. The supposed double use of 
is not in itself likely, and a wide study of the geography of 
the contexts of the passages shows that N. Arabia is the 
region referred to; in short, should be D’O'is (in Nu. 

xxxiii. 44, should be ^$). We have also seen evidence 
enough already that the gaze of Jeremiah is fixed upon the 
Negeb and, beyond this, upon the land of the Jerahmeelites. 
Read in this light the geography of xxii. 20 becomes altered. 
Here, as perhaps elsewhere, 4 Lebanon * may come from 
4 Gebalon/ but of this possibility we shall not avail ourselves. 
At any rate, 4 Bashan * is a corruption of 4 Cushan/ The 
meaning of TQrTND is much disputed; does it mean the 
rulers of the people of Judah (so <®, Vg., Tg.)? This is 
favoured by ipvh ( y . 22), for the pointing 'spyi is forbidden 
^by nn mnn, but is opposed by usage (see ii. 36, iv. 30, 
Hos. ii.). Duhm’s TlTThO (Nifal part.) is superficial and 
unsatisfactory. Read ipnhapm Thus the passage becomes— 

: I rQtfcn? d'Tjsq ■'pwri 

And what is the community addressed? V. 23 will 
tell us. 
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xxii. 23. The imaginary woman referred to is the 
inhabitant of Lebanon, she who dwells among the cedars. 
The house is in the region whence Solomon obtained the 
timber for his great buildings (see E . Bib., ‘ Solomon *). It is 
that section of the Jewish people which has become settled 
in the Negeb, and which is by racial though not political 
connection largely Jerahmeelite, which is addressed in the 
little poem, vv. 20-23. Read in v. 23 a — 

: dtjW "raDfr I fmka -roar 

The Jewish people, especially the survivors of the Jewish 
population, in the Negeb are to ascend the mountain heights, 
and there raise a dirge (1) for the nation, whose kings have 
gone into captivity in the more distant Jerahmeelite land 
( w . 12, 19); (2) for the Negeb, which had become at least 
in part Jewish, and which contained the most venerated 
sanctuaries. 

Chap, xxiii. 12. For rnp^p^p? read rhn*a 

Chap. xxv. 9. as usual, is the name of a region. 

On 4 Nebuchadrezzar/ etc., see on xxvii. 6, 2 K. xxiv. 1. 

xxv. 15-26, greatly misunderstood in the traditional text 
(®M). The list of peoples begins with Judah. Next 
come Misrim, Arabia, 1 Zarephathim, Aram, Missur, Jerah- 
meel, Missur (Tyre and Sidon), Arabian, Dedan, Tema, Buz, 
Zarephathim, Arabia, Arabia, Arabia, Cushanim, Zimri (cp. 
Zimran, Gen. xxv. 2), Jerahmeel (Elam and Madai), Zaphon, 
Cush-jerahmeel. The interpolated references to the 4 Philis¬ 
tine* cities ( v . 20) and to the kingdoms of the earth are here 
omitted. The closing words Dmnn rmar» ‘■yaw iSdI have 
grown out of aro nro ibo ft (cp. paw from aro, 1 Chr. 

viii. 14, 25). Much ingenious speculation now disappears. 
See on li. 1. 

xxv. 38. All critics read mn for pin (i°). But on 
mvn they all go wrong. See on xlvi. 16. 

CHAP, xxvii. Though it is possible that the Misrites 
may have made common cause with the Judahites (as in 
4 Sennacherib’s * time, see on 2 K. xix. 9), we cannot regard 
this as certain. See on xli. 17 /. 

xxvii. 3. As usual, a superfluity of tautologous ethnics. 

1 pyn seems to be a corruption of parr, written in error. 
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First come (so, for dth) and tod (so, for 

then TO (so, for pD$ TO) and TOD (so, for ns and 

yrrs). 

xxvii. 6. ■'ll? i 3 Nj“T?m The title ms again 

in (xxv. 9) xliii. 10 (not in <@) ; cp. Ezek. xxix. 20, where 
the land of OTOO is promised to Nebuchadrezzar as a * wage,' 

‘ because they wrought for me,’ in laying siege to ns. But 
this phrase (which destroys the rhythm and is a very late 
insertion) does not contain the word -i ni5. In the late 
period to which chap, xxvii. in its present form belongs (see 
Duhm), the title nis was specially appropriated to Israel. 
It is not applied even to Cyrus, and we cannot easily believe 
that it was applied to a king who, if he really did all that is 
ascribed to him, gave the Jews no reason to honour him. 
niv and sn5 are frequently confounded ; it is probable that 
this has been the case here. In Hos. v. 13, x. 6 the king 
of Jerahmeel is called 1-15 I 1 ?© (so, for it 'o). It is probable 
that we should read '■'lis, i.e. D"' 1 'I 5 , and take this word as an 
early gloss on SlD. The latter word is in fact (see on Gen. 
x. 10) a corruption of ^Nonr. There are many other 
corruptions and distortions of Jerahmeel; only one of these 
need be mentioned here, viz. another title of ‘ Nebuchad¬ 
rezzar,’ parallel to * king of Babel,’ D"obo I^D, i.e. ‘ king of 
Jerahmeel ’ (see on Ezek. xxvi. 7). As to the name of the 
king, see on 2 K. xxiv. 1. 

Chap. xxix. 22 f Whether the punishment spoken of 
is probable for these two humble Jewish prophets, we need 
not inquire. After the statement that the great king would 
slay them publicly, the writer would certainly not have 
spoken of their being burned nor, even if he had done so, 
would he have used the word nbp. The next step is to 
remedy the corruption in the text. The parallel description 
in w. 30-32 shows us how to do it. The offence of the two 
prophets must have been described thus, ■>d ®1 TO*T }$» 
np». What now comes directly after ItDN pr* was suggested 
by the corrupt phrase tDNl cbp (cp. Gen. xxxviii. 24). For 
that phrase we should read TtDtQ D^Dp, ‘ killed them in 
Asshur (or Ashhur),’ i.e. in N. Arabia. 

xxix. 24. -D^run. ®’s aiXafietTrjv points to ■'D^TT = 
Jjhditv. See further, E. Bib., * Shemaiah,’ 2. 
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Chap. xxx. 18A Read || nWr^£. 

xxx. 21. MT. is very strange, especially SbVdn l"iv. 
This phrase seems to Duhm to come from a writer who had 
seen the rise and fall of illegal high-priests—Jason, Menelaus, 
Alcimus. But ysb ? By bwo, Duhm understands such a 
ruler as Simon the Maccabee—a near approach to a true 
priest-king. But the text is corrupt. bt* mjm Vnmpm 
comes from bwaW' mpnnm, where nm is a correction of 
mm (the other part of 'nm is absorbed in itin), and 'oBT is 
a correction of 'ibt&D (cp. Isa. xlii. 19, xlix. 7). F. 21 should 
therefore run thus— 

m* nrrtfirr '•d *0 mp mpo bwsnr *nmnm 

; mm dm bnsovn 

‘And 1 will destroy the Jerahmeelite, and the Ishmaelite shall 
go forth from his midst. For who then is the Arabian and the 
Jerahmeelite, and the Ishmaelite, is Yahwe's saying.’ 

Of course, a late editor may have thought of Asmonaean 
priest-kings. But the original writer's longing was for the 
removal of his constant eye-sore, the oppressive Jerahmeelite 
tyrants (cp. the Psalms passim). 

Chap. xxxi. 7. If this is a quatrain, something must 
be omitted. Duhm omits ypsb and nnom; further, he 
changes into D'Hn. It is true, nnottf does not appear 

in @. But this is because it seemed to © to add nothing 
to the sense. Duhm also holds it to be useless. But some 
parallel to DM1 (?)D^rT is wanted. Now as to Duhm's 
D'-liT It is too indefinite; contrast Isa. xlii. 11, which 
Duhm rightly refers to as parallel. A closer inspection of 
various passages in which D^un occurs would have shown 
this critic that sometimes covers over ^criT (so, eg. 

Gen. xiv. 1). This shows us what nnoB) has grown out of 
—DtJ?£ (frequently corrupted by transposition of letters). 
Read, therefore, ^NDnT DMD brm I DBm np^f? m 

xxxi. 8. Render ‘from the land of Zaphon ' (i. 14), 

4 from the far parts of the land. 1 See on iii. 12. 

xxxi. 15. D^rnon *01 'n occurs again in vi. 26 

and Hos. xii. 15, where ‘bitterness' is the supposed sense, 
and in v . 21, where ‘it is difficult to believe that the co¬ 
incidence [with w 15] is accidental* (Bennett, Jer . ‘Exp. 
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Bible/ ii. 337, note 3), and yet the moderns assume an 
entirely different meaning. Beyond doubt D'HYiDn ''Dl should 
be bwonT-nm See on vi. 26. Note that f?m here 
represents the ancestress of the * tribe * of Joseph, which, with 
the other northern * tribes * passed into exile in N, Arabia. 
The starting-point of the captives was Ramah in the Negeb, 
i.e. Beth-jerahmeel (see Jer. xl, 1). This famous place was 
doubtless near Mizpah (t\e. Zarephath), and therefore also not 
far from the southern Bethel; this will appear by comparing 
xl. 1, 6, xli. 5 f 

xxxi. 16/ Read ''rrj* pND, ‘from the Arabian’s land/ 
and ■'ms are confounded in the Psalter. V. 17 originally 
connected with in v. 21. 

xxxi. 21 a. Critics have been too easy-going. Gies. 
unsuspectingly remarks that the versions have mostly not 
understood the passage. But is his own rendering really intelli¬ 
gible ? Surely the setting-up of guide-posts belongs not to 
the travellers, but to friendly persons who prepare the way for 
them. Surely the command to ‘ give attention to the high¬ 
way * is not a natural one. Surely the phrase ‘ the way by 
which thou hast gone’ is not at all clear. Then as to 
and D’nnon. These words cannot be shown to mean 
‘ guide-posts/ nor can D’HDn, a reading which Gies. deduces 
from @’s rtfioypiavy mean anything but ‘ artificial palms * (as 
an architectural decoration). Both words have most probably 
arisen out of corrupt groups of letters representing respectively 
and D vNDnT. And looking further we see that 
each of the other groups of letters may easily have arisen 
out of one or the other of these words—note especially 'DID 
^b and n^DD; the other developments may seem less 
obvious, but there are numerous parallels for them. Thus, 
representing ‘Ishmael’ by I, and ‘JerahmeeF by J, v. 21 a 
becomes IIIJIIJ. ‘ Ishmaelites, Jerahmeelites/ are a gloss 
on 'On#, v. 16 (end). For parallels to this combination of 
corruptions, see on xlix. 29, 1 . 9, Isa. xxii. $b. 

xxxi. 22. Neither Duhm’s correction, nor Schmidt’s 
(is. Bib., col. 2384, foot), nor Winckler’s (AOF®\ ii. 229/) 
is at all satisfactory. Nor could the corruption of the text 
be remedied until the key had been discovered. It is the 
Negeb which separates the captives from their home. The 
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Jews hesitate to take the troublesome journey from the 
further part of the land of Jerahmeel. The Second Isaiah, 
therefore, assures them that creative omnipotence will exalt 
every valley, make low every mountain and hill (Isa. xl. 4, 
cp. xlix. 11), and open rivers on the bare heights (xli. 18). 
And the Second Jeremiah (if we may fitly call him so) 
points in like manner to the divine creatorship, ever ready 
to display itself afresh. * Yahwfe will create a new thing in 
the land—the Negeb shall change as (into) the Arabah,* 
rnns# ; cp. Zech. xiv. 1 o, * All the land shall 

change as (into) the ‘Arabah, from Geba to Rimmon 
( = Jerahmeel), the Negeb of IshmaeP (corrected text). I 
see that Duhm quotes Zech. xiv. 10, but only for the idiom 
3 T\B\ 

CHAP, xxxii. 35. bmn and are the same deity; 

= bworTT (see on 2 K. xxiii. 1 o). 

Chap, xxxiv. 1. Read 'w 

-ruDha 'b^n-bi and m&oo both = 'rrn; 
cp. on i. 14^, xxxix. 1. rfel&DD, according to parallels, 
should come from ; vr and d^ds may represent 

On the possible confusion of two distinct invasions 
of Judah, one Babylonian, and the other N. Arabian, see on 
xxxvii. 5. Similarly (with a slight difference) in E. Bib 
col. 3396. 

xxxiv. 6. * Lachish and Azekah * ? But does not this 

refer to the preliminary N. Arabian invasion of the Negeb 
(still largely occupied by Israelites) ? We meet with Azekah 
in the story of David and Goliath, the original scene of which 
was the valley of Jerahmeel (‘ Elah *) or Arammim 
(‘-dammim*); see 1 S. xvii. 1, corr. text. ‘Lachish* may 
well be an error for * Eshcol,* Num. xiii. 23 ; cp. on 2 K. 
xviii. 17. 

Chap. xxxv. 2, i i. The Rechabites are mentioned in 
I Ch. ii. SS in proximity to Kirjath-jearim and Kirjath-sepher 
(see vv. 50, 5 2, 5 3, and [see E . Bib., ‘Jabez*] $ 5). These places 
are respectively K.-jerahmeel and K.-sarephath. There is no 
sufficient evidence that the Rechabites ever left the Negeb 
where these two places were situated. True, in 2 K. x. 1 5 ff. 
Jehonadab ben Rekab is mentioned as in jViDd. But in 
that narrative there has been a confusion between Shomeron 
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and Shimron (in the Negeb). The ordinary supposition (see 
eg. Duhm on v. 11) that the Rechabites (a Calebite tribe, 
see Wi., GI , i. 84) had been leading a nomad life in the 
more northerly parts of Palestine is suggested partly by a 
misunderstanding of 2 K. x. 15 ff., partly by the mention 
of the ‘Chaldaeans and Aramceans 9 in Jer. xxxv. II. But 
the latter passage must be read in the light of 2 K. xxiv. 2, 
where, however (see E. Bid., col. 3460, with note 1), the 
1 Aramaeans ’ are not the N. Aramaeans, who might be 
supposed to have supplied a large contingent to the Baby¬ 
lonian army (cp. E , Bib., ‘ Aram/ § 7), but the S. Aramaeans, 
i.e. the Jerahmeelites; * Chaldaeans should be * Cushites/ as 
also in 2 K. l.c. 

Chap, xxxvi. 18, 26. For VD read D'-iTTH (E. Bib ., col. 
2170, top), and note that this ^NDrrv is perhaps the same 
as rrobo (xxxviii. 6). See E. Bib., 1 Hammelech.’ 

Chap, xxxvii. 5. The question which meets us here is 
similar to that which arises in 2 K. xviii. 9. Is there here a 
confusion of traditions, viz. of a tradition relative to a Baby¬ 
lonian siege of Jerusalem which was interrupted by a diversion 
caused by an Egyptian army ? Or may we suppose (cp. xxvii. 
3, corrected text) that there was an alliance between the king 
of Judah and the kings of Aram (i.e. Jerahmeel in the 
narrower sense) and Missur ? Whether Jeremiah's biographer 
was well informed on this point, we cannot tell, but, until 
better informed, it is most critical to adopt the second view. 
See xliii. 10 (as read below), ‘and shall hold judgment on 
the traitors of Jerahmeel 9 (i.e. as v. 11 shows, on the land of 
Misrim), and cp. on 2 K. xxiv.-xxv. 

CHAP, xxxix. 1. A good specimen of editorial recasting 
(see E. Bib., ‘Nergal-sharezer’). 'lbrrbn comes from bttOnT, 
a correction off?M. See on xxxiv. 1. 

xxxix. 3. Read , ottn b^onT nbo -nm bn *iN:m 

bwon’t' mn] Drafts ito rn; i© -rap nto b^onr ito roso 
t'm bworiT nu For -pnn read nn*D ; cp. on Ps. lxxii. 14. 

xxxix. 4-7. See on 2 K. xxv. 4-7—9. Nebuzaradan (?). 
See on 2 K. xxv. 20.—13. Read D'nhm’l'tt] JWO rrban 
bn [bNarrv-:n*] ito [b^on-p 

Chap. xl. 1, $ ff. The ‘Ramah* should be ‘Ramath- 
negeb/ The * Gedaliah 9 ( = Gileadite) spoken of is one of the 
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Jerahmeelite Israelites, as his genealogical names show; 1 he 
is appointed governor, not of the whole land of Judah, but 
of the Negeb, or rather of the * cities of Judah ' in the Negeb. 
His seat of government is Mizpah, i.e. probably Zarephath 
(cp. E • Bib., ‘ Misrephoth-maim '). Notice in connection with 
this (1) that Josiah (or rather—see on 2 K. xxi. 1 — 
Manasseh) had annexed parts of the Negeb, (2) that Jere¬ 
miah probably belonged to that region (see on i. 1), (3) 
that Ishmael and the other captains (see on v . 7 below) who 
come to Gedaliah (v. 8) were at least half Jerahmeelites 
(see on xliii. 2, and on 2 K. xxv. 22 ff.), (4) that Cushites 
('v . 10) are expected to be constantly coming to Gedaliah, 
(5) that the Jews who place themselves under his rule come 
from neighbouring parts of N. Arabia ( v . 11), and (6) that 
the pilgrims who visit the ‘house of Yahwe' at ‘Mizpah' 
(see on xli. 5) come from Cusham, Shiloh, and Shimron— 
places in the Negeb. Cp. on 1 K. xv. 20-22. The sacred¬ 
ness of Zarephath dated from ancient times. Probably 'HtD 
trVnn ( v. 7) should be ^NorTT 'w (see on xliii. 2). 

xl. 11. ‘ Moab/ ‘Ammon/ ‘Edom 1 ; correct as in 

xxyii. 3.—14. D^n (like is a corruption of 

So this ‘ etymological problem ' ( E. Bib., ‘ feaalis') now 
appears to be solved. 

Chap. xli. 1. For rmSon yno and the corrupt variant 
1 ^D 77 'lYi (cp. Duhm) read mo (cp. on 2 S. xii. 26. 

That ‘ Elishama* should be ‘ Ishmael/ Giesebr. has seen. 
See on xliii. 2. 

xli. 3, 5, 12. For DntDDrr read D'ttrorr (so v. 18), and 
for DDttt read DQ? 3 . Point pno??* As to the situation of 
‘Shiloh' and ‘ Gibeon/ see on 1 S. ii. 3 and Josh. ix. 17, 
2 S. ii. 13. 

xli. 17 f Read ‘ Gidroth-jerahmeel which is by Beth- 
jerahmeel.’ The party aim at going into Misrim (so read), 
a large region where they hope to be safe from the Cushites. 
Probably, however, v. 1 8 is a later insertion by one who read 
Possibly, too, the story of the Jews seeking refuge 
in is a perverted echo of the tradition of a Misrite 

captivity. In Lam. v. 6 the Jews are said to have surrendered 

1 'hii = Gilead in the Negeb is meant. Ahikam = Jerahmeel. 

4 Shaphan J = Saphon. See E. Bib., i Shaphan.’ 
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to the Misrites and the Asshurites (see E . Bib,, col. 
2700). 

CHAP. xlii,^. Throughout read Dpm 

Chap, xliii, 2. For the impossible read 

If Ishmael was ‘of Jerahmeelite race’ (xli. 1, above), we may 
presume that his fellow-captains (xl. 8) were so too. Their 
names quite accord with this view. Note also the phrase 
D^Trn ; see on xl. 1, 5 (end). 

xliii. 7. See next note.—8-10. See on chap. xlvi. 
For DTODnni read Snorm mi, * in Beth-jerahmeel * (cp. on 
ii. 16, xliv. 1). The unintelligible toSol and pSoi have also 
grown out of these two words (not represented in (J§) written 
ShdiTP 'l (cp. on itoSo:}, 2 S. iv. 6, and on pSol, 2 S. 
xii. 31). mnQ mi is an attempt to make sense out of a 
dittographed DTODnrQ. For oraaiD and TiDOiD read DrftDH, 
TODn. DmSs ( v . 1 o, end), as elsewhere, comes from Snout. 
To make this doubly sure, the scribe has given two super¬ 
fluous 1 in the preceding word, ’idid in YTHDtD represents 
'stpB. n&:n, of course, should be ODtftn. The scene may be 
illustrated by xxxix. 3. G. Hoffm. ( ZATW , ii. 69) rightly 
explains @, eV to !9 it poOvpois, but does not account for the 
presence of pSol oSoi in the Hebrew. The whole passage 
becomes, ‘And the word of Yahwfe came to Jer. in Beth- 
jerahmeel, saying, Take into thy hand great stones, and hold 
them in the gateway of Beth-jerahmeel before the men of 
Judah, and say to them, Thus saith Yahwe . . . Behold, I 
will send and fetch ‘ Nebuchadrezzar/ king of Jerahmeel 
[Arabians], I will set his tribunal upon these stones which 
thou holdest, and he shall hold judgment upon the traitors 
of Jerahmeel/ ms = ms, which is a gloss on Sll (xxvii. 5); 
(©, however, omits. I 

xliii. 13. For ‘ Beth-sheipesh ’ read ‘Beth-cusham/ See 
E, Bib,, ‘ Shechem/ 2. 

Chap. xliv. ‘ A discourse of Jer. to all Jews in Upper 
and Lower Egypt, threatening them with the same fate for 
their idolatry which overtook Jerusalem and the cities of 
Judah/ So Duhm, who adds that as the chapter now 
stands, it is a work of the supplementers, but that, especially 
in w, 15-19, 24-26, 28, ‘ the old document is discernible/ On 
v, 1 he remarks, ‘ How Jer. can speak a divine word to all 
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the Jews in Lower and Upper Egypt, the author does not 
reveal to us.’ Unless v. I has been added later, D'HSD means 
Lower Egypt. The cities named are Migdol on the N.E., 
Daphnae, and Memphis. Pathros is Upper Egypt with the 
capital Thebes. In the time of the writer, the Jews have 
already spread throughout Egypt. © has ‘ in the land of 
Egypt, and in Migdol, Daphnae, and the land of Pathros ’ 
( liaOovpi]). In accordance, however, with our results else¬ 
where, it is highly probable that all this is a great mis¬ 
understanding, nor has even the learning and acuteness of 
Prof. W. Max Muller (see special articles in E. Bib.) availed 
to make the received views more plausible. It is the 
N. Arabian D^XD (so long ago Beke, Orig. Bib., i. 307) 
which is meant. DVina = riDlX (see on Isa. xi. 11), ‘ Migdol ’ 
might be ‘ Migdal-cusham,’ but the latter is not a suffi¬ 
ciently radical correction of * Migdal-shechem ’ in Judg. 
ix. 46 (see E. Bib., ‘ Shechem, Tower of.’ As often, 
represents ^HDrtr. If so, it is really superfluous here, for 
Dnunnm, which follows, should certainly be SNoriT rrai'l 
(see .on xliii. 8, 9) For Jpm read probably n i inp 31 , i (see on 
ii. 16). 

. xliv. 3, 8, 15. See on vii. 18. Baal and his consort 
(the Milcah of Ishmael?) are the ‘deities of Jerahmeel.’ 
In v. 15' the land of D'lXo ’ and DVina are in apposition. 
Yet, according to the usual theory, Dims is Upper Egypt. 
The truth is that D'HXo is Misrim, and DTiriD is Zarephath 
in N. Arabia (including the Negeb). 

xliv. 30. It is usual to infer from the form of the 
sentence that the enemies of ‘ Pharaoh Hophra ’ were 
different from those of Zedekiah, simply because Nebuchad¬ 
rezzar is mentioned by name in v, 30 b, but not in v. 30a. 
In the MT. of xlvi. 26 (cp. v. 25), however, it is expressly 
stated that ‘ those who seek the life ’ of ‘ Pharaoh and 
Egypt’ are ‘Nebuchadrezzar, king of Babylon and his 
servants.’ It is purely arbitrary to assume that the same 
phrase in xliv. 30 has not the same reference. That this 
leads to the conclusion that Jeremiah was mistaken in his 
anticipation, will not disturb the historical student. Neverthe¬ 
less, the conclusion is in the present case uncalled for, because 
the original text contained neither ‘ Pharaoh Hophra ’ nor 
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* Nebuchadrezzar, king of Babylon/ All the references to 

* Egypt* in Jer. arise out of a great misunderstanding of the 
editor (see on chap. xlvi.). As to 2nsn runs, the second 
element in the name is but a corrupt dittogram of the first, 
and mnD is merely 'mno, the conventional name of the king 
of Missur. See next note, and observe that * Pharaoh- 
hophra * is nowhere else mentioned in the traditional text. 

Chap. xlvi. According to W. Max Muller (£. Bib,, col. 
2108), ‘so much is now certain—that Jeremiah’s and 
Ezekiel’s predictions of a conquest of Egypt by Nebuchad¬ 
rezzar were not fulfilled* (cp. col. 1246). How far 
Herodotus*s statements respecting Apries (Uah-ab-ra) are to 
be trusted we do not yet know ; but Herodotus does not say, 
nor must we, on the ground of suspicious readings of the 
text of Jer., allow ourselves to say, that he afforded an 
asylum to Jewish fugitives (cp. on xliv. 30). It is note¬ 
worthy that nothing is said about these refugees in Jer. xlvi., 
nor indeed in Ezekiel. 

xlvi. 2. The original heading was D’nspS. To this was 
added Dttnpi rnst* nrrrrS* rrn D’nso ^9 wd 
‘concerning the army of Pir*u, king of Misrim, which was 
by the river of Ephrath at Kir-cusham.* Cp. below on v. 6, 
and 2 K. xxiii. 29, xxiv. 7, and on the ‘ river of Ephrath,* 
sze note on xiii. 1-7, and E . Bib,, ‘Shihor.’ The supposed 
encounter between Nebuchadrezzar and ‘ Pharaoh-Necoh’ is 
generally accepted (see eg. Winckler, GBA, p. 310, Tiele, 
BAG y p. 425). It has, however, no other basis than a few 
suspicious words in a passage which the most moderate 
critics hesitate to receive as Jeremiah’s (see Giesebrecht, Jer. 
p. 229). For another instance of the corruption of Dttrrp 
into see on Isa. x. 8. We might read It is, 

however, against this view that Herodotus (ii. 159) calls the 
city which o N eteofc took after the battle of MayScoXo? 
(Migdol = the southern Gilead) Ka8tm<?, i.e. Kadesh. In 

justification of for TO mnD, see on 2 K. xxiii. 29. 

xlvi. 5. T1DD TQB, ‘ terror all round,* would not be un¬ 
suitable. But we cannot take this passage apart from 
vi. 25, etc. Observe too that it is not connected with the 
context by *0. Read, therefore, fjNDJTP (vi. 25). 

Cp. on xlix. 29. 
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xlvi. 6. Duhm very naturally wonders at the mention 
of the north here. But is imss ‘ in the north ’ ? pDS is the 
name of a N. Arabian region (see on i. 14). ms should be 
mQN (v. 2). 

xlvi. 9. The ethnics are aro, ms (ts'is), runs (’©an), 
dto (po), DrroSa (D'-nS), namt (•'man), 151. (-oyt; cp. 
E. Bib., * Ben-deker ’), ©ID (n©p, cp. on Ps. lxxviii. 9). Marq. 
{Fund, 27) is on the right track, emending '©an into D' , D'ina. 
Stade and Cornill wrongly read for Cp. on 

Isa. lxvi. 19. 

xlvi. 11. ‘ Gilead ’ is the ‘ Gilead ’ in the Negeb (see on 

viii. 22). Point D'HSp, as usual. 

xlvi. 14. See on xliv. 1. For TryOD read (cp. 

on TlDD, vi. 25). 

xlvi. 15. qnD 3 snc. It is grievous to be an 

iconoclast, but it must be candidly stated that the Apis of 
3 (?) is purely imaginary. The key is furnished by qriDD = 
DTOD, which (see E. Bib., 1 Phinehas ’) is a current corruption 
of^NDm\ The proof of this is that the correction ^NDfiT 
(miswritten tt 3 n) follows. Indeed, Dma (= 'nr) occurs 
in v. 14 (as apart of'nn). jjvtd should be -rsp. Render 
v. 15, ‘Jerahmeel totters, he stands not, for Yahwe has 
thrust him down.’ * Jerahmeel ’ has just been mentioned 
under the disguises of Migdol and [Tahjpanhes. 

xlvi. 16. Read 'fan D 3 "if? ©3 D-aisn.—rmvr m Read 
pvn 1117, ‘the sword of the Javanite ’ (= Jerahmeelite), cp. 
on pVT, Hab. ii. 5. Correct xxv. 38, 1 . 16, Zeph. iii. i, 
accordingly. Cp. < 3 , /m^aipa<} 'EXXijw/ejj?, i.e. pv Vl, which 
Schmidt adopts in 1 . 16. 

xlvi. 17. A list of the different tribes of Arabians, such 
as we find occasionally in the Psalms,—ncra Snciit' 

D'DIN D’OVD D’HXD. Later insertion. 

xlvi. 18 should reassert the coming destruction of the 
Misrite Jerahmeel. = SsonT, a marginal correction of 

f?D 333 . 'nr should be the subject to toto seems to 

be ram (cp. Tin 33 , xlvii. 4). 

xlvi. 24 f. pos-DJ? clearly = ‘the folk of Zaphon.’ In 
v. 25 one must again become an iconoclast. It is not the 
Egyptian god Amen who is referred to (unless, indeed, most 
improbably, we suppose the late editor to have inserted the 
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reference out of his own head, without any corrupt material 
to work upon) but po», one of the current corruptions of 
rrn^N and rrho may also be corruptions of the 
same word. Render— 1 Behold, I will punish [Jerahmeel, 

and] Pir’u, and Misrim, and Jerahmeel.’ The closing words 
explain the reference to Jerahmeel. Not all the Jerah- 
meelites, but only those who hold with the king of Missur 
are meant For the invader was himself the mightiest of the 
kings of the Jerahmeelite race. (The writer archaises, and 
assumes that the relations of the N. Arabian peoples were 
still as they were in the time before Esar-haddon.) 

Chap, xlvii. I. The last clause is omitted by critics, 
but not on the right grounds. The oracle relates to the 
Zarephathites and the Misrites, not the Philistines and the 
Tyrians. Now, since 1N1D (MT. runs) is the king of Missur, 
he cannot be regarded as the fulfiller of the oracle. The 
invader comes (v. 2) from Zaphon in N. Arabia. 

xlvii. 4/ Read simply TH® Tisob rmrirr 1 ?. iw = 
"iso (a marginal note). See on xxv. 22, Joel iv. 4. inM vt. 
Read rmrn ns, * Rehobothite Arabia.’—is possibly a 
title of runs, * Zarephath.’ Observe that ms is mentioned 
beside nSptDN, i.e. Eshcol in the Negeb (see on Num. 
xiii. 23). Thus three out of the five Zarephathite cities are 
mentioned.—Dpcs rrw». <®, oi KaraKoviroi 'Evaieeifi, i.e. 
D'pas which most (e.g. Bleecker and Duhm) prefer, com¬ 
paring Josh. xi. 22. See E. Bib., ‘ Anakim.’ But what this 
late writer means is, ‘the remnant of Jerahmeel,’ correspond¬ 
ing to ‘the remnant of ‘Arab-rehoboth.’ Opes may come 
either from D ''pbnz or directly from D^«onT. Cp. on 
xlix. 4. A * remnant of Amalek ’ is spoken of in 1 Chr. iv. 43. 
(Note that D'p», like pf?DS, may come from S>NDnT.) 

Chap, xlviii. See on the parallel passages in Isa. xv. f. y 
Num. xxi., and Isa. xxiv. 

On v. lb, 2, see E. Bib., * Misgab,’ ‘ Madmen. In v. 7 
read either Tnnsaosi or alone (following 

iv 6 X vp<i>iut*i aov). Cp. on xlix. 4 - Also, here and in v. 

13, read DffllD (not tD 1 D 3 ). . 

Chap. xlix. referred originally to.the b ne Ammon in the 
Negeb, i.e. the Jerahmeelites (cp. on w. 2-4, and see on Am. 
i. 13). The writer’s complaint is that the Negeb is now 
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exclusively occupied by Jerahmeelites (i.e. probably Edomites). 
Cp. E. Bib., ‘ Obadiah, Book of,’ § 5. 

xlix. x. should be ^nditp (as Am. i. 15, Zeph. 

i. 5), and -rj should possibly be ufot (so <g); though 
there may have been a na as well as a in the Negeb. 

xlix. 2 f For nn read probably ntim (cp. on 2 S. 
xi. 1, xii. 26).—‘What Heshbon has to do with the 
Ammonites is unintelligible, and Ai is quite unknown,’ says 
Duhm. Read probably rm» ’D ]»*D and cp. 

Num. xxi. 28, when piffln seems to be parallel to jero mp, 
and v. 30, where pawn seems to be miswritten for jbtd. 
Possibly pawn and rm or mam are designations of the 
same place. The name Hashabiah, mentioned in genealogies 
in connection with Malluch, Mahli, Shemaiah, Gedaliah, and 
other names of the Negeb, shows that the Hashab clan must 
have been traditionally important 

xlix. 4 should run thus—S nottp ais na ,i ?brrnn no 
'ill nnaan, ' Why boastest thou, O people of'Arab-jerahmeel, 
that trustest in thy fortresses (saying), Who can come to 
me ? ’ D'pDsa = ^NorrT na; apDS at represents ^Nom 1 T)s; 
naattcn narr comes from ^nsdbt na (a variant to Vrp na). 
au> frequently {e.g. ix. 24) represents the dqj in 'dot. aSM is 
a corruption of asao ; fem. term, as Dan. xi. 15. For 
Vtt aas cp. mam aas, xlvii. 4 (corr. text). 

xlix. 23. paoib. Duhm, “‘Of Damascus” has only 
the character of a catch-word, since Damascus never had 
supremacy over the district here intended.’ Winckler, * If 
old, then before 73 2 > but perhaps a late archaistic com¬ 
position’ (AT Unters. 116). Duhm and N. Schmidt 
(E. Bib., col. 2392) suppose it to relate to the Seleucidae. 
But the passage must be read in connection with Am. 
i. 3-5. Ben-hadad is a N. Arabian prince, Birdadda. 
The phrase in v. 27 (end) is, however, used conven¬ 
tionally. pom undoubtedly comes from DUPD, ‘ Cusham.’ 
For Hamath and Arpad, see on 2 K. xviii. 34, Isa. x. 9. 
In v. 23 b the commentators see an imitation of Isa. lvii. 20 ; 
they think the meaning is, ‘ there is an unrest like that of the 
ever-heaving ocean,’ reading d;3 (so many MSS.). But they 
have not inspected the text closely enough. The passage 
is corrupt, and we have the key for its correction. Following 
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parallels elsewhere, read ^NortT'l CTD WT D’ns, ‘the 
Arabians despond ; Cush and Jerahmeel.’ ; <3, i9v/ul>- 

6 r)<rav. nffip for ©*0, as in xlvi. 9 (see note). The in¬ 
genuity of the editor in transforming the text is undeniable. 

xlix. 25. A marginal citation from some unknown 
source, thinks Duhm. He reads FT*? 'in (for vb Tn). ib, 
however, as often, is a fragment of written in the 

margin as a correction of nf?nn, which certainly comes from 
Vrp ; ■’ffiltJJO (vss. ©l©0) comes from d ,, ©'D or □UJ'iD. (Again 
and again we find ©1© miswritten for ©*D.)—27. See on v. 23. 

xlix. 28. It makes no difference whether the traditional 
reading be lYD^DD (MT.) or roSn ((g). Both are quite 
regular corruptions of fpNDrrr. 1 nip (followed on the first 
occurrence by Pasek) is probably miswritten for ©Ip (cp. on 
Isa. xxi. 16), and similarly Tran for TOD. Thus the title 
becomes, ‘ Of ICadesh and of the Misrite Jerahmeel, which 
Nebrod-asshur, king of Jerahmeel, smote.’ In v. 28 b 
< Kedar ’ and ‘ b’ne Kedem,’ i.e. ‘ Kadesh’ and ‘ b’ne Yarham ’ 
(b’ne Jerahmeel), are parallel. With the correction required 
in v. 32, we thus obtain a well-connected passage, so far as 
the people referred to is concerned. 

xlix. 29. This verse has much exercised commentators. 
Duhm says, ‘After the vivacious exclamation of v. 28, 
comes a cool announcement of what is to take place. The 
verse refers to the nomad tribes. Tents, sheep, tent-curtains 
(<g has ‘ garments ’), all vessels, camels: a wonderful medley. 
Jeremiah’s ‘ terror all around ’ gave much pleasure to later 
writers.’ A very low opinion of the common sense of 
supplemcnters is revealed here ! In reality, somewhat as in 
divers passages of the traditional Psalter, the ethnics 
[c^NonT and [d^nsd©" 1 are repeated over and over again 
in corrupt forms. The first words to awaken suspicion are 
Drr^nN and orrSoi. Srm pretty often, and ^01 occasionally* 
represent ^NDrrv (cp. e.g. the personal names Ohel, Gemalli, 
Gamliel; also 1 Ch. iv. 41, 2 Ch. xiv. 14, Judg. viii. 21, 26). 
Putting J for Jerahmeel and I for Ishmael, the so-called 
verse runs thus—JIJJJJIJJJJI- The explanation is that 
the writer of the copy before the editor had been unable to 

1 Winckler’s theory (AOF, ii. 245) that the reference is to a N. 
Arabian (cp. Zabibi and Samsi) does not produce a good sense. 
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make out the words f?NDTTP and marginal glosses on 

D*Tp '01 in v. 28 ; he therefore made a number of ‘bad 
shots/ which the editor afterwards, with his wonted ingenuity, 
transformed into a sentence. Similarly, xxxi. 21 a, 1. 9, 
Isa. xxii. 5 6. See on 2 Chr. xiv. 14, and next note. 

xlix. 32 / Again, compare 2 Chr. xiv. 14, which, in 
its original form, probably stated that the Jews also smote 
the Jerahmeelites and Kadmonites, and carried away 
Jerahmeelites and Ishmaelites as captives. So here. Read, 
as lines 1 and 2, bbub d' omp pom I nb vm. 

Then, in line 3, rms 'snap should be aro, an insertion 

from ix. 26.—Note that ‘ Hazor* (Missur) is clearly a city. 

xlix. 34. The improbability of a Jeremianic prophecy 
against Elam has struck all critics. Israelitish exiles in 
Elam are indeed (it is held) referred to in Isa. xi. 11, but 
this passage is plainly not the work of Isaiah. Pointing out 
that Susa, the chief city of Elam, was also the chief 
residence of the Persian kings, Schwally, N. Schmidt ( E . Bib . 9 
2391), and others think that Elam may be here identified 
with Persia, so that the oracle would probably have been 
written at the approach of Alexander. A keener textual 
criticism does not sanction this. As elsewhere, is a 
corruption of The Jerahmeelite atmosphere of the 

rest of the Book of Jeremiah compels us to adopt this 
view. 

Chaps. 1 ., li. 1-58. ‘A purely literary production/ says 
Duhm ; ‘ for its subject, the fate of Babylon, had no actual 
interest for the later period/ ^11, however, is one of the 
current distortions of 7 NDnv. The king of Sll is the ruler 
of the great Jerahmeelite empire, which included the small 
Jerahmeelite region known as the Negeb. The writer is 
indeed here archaistic, but it is probable that the N. Arabian 
oppression of the Jews still continued when this work was 
composed. On restoring it to its original form, we shall 
recover a fresh parallel to the Psalter. 

1 . 2. In the original work, not ‘ Bel * and ‘ Merodach/ 
but ‘ Baal * and ‘ Jerahmeel * must have been mentioned. 
became ^>1; became nxio. That the Jerahmeelite 

god was called by the Israelites Jerahmeel appears from 
Zeph. i. 5. The name appears sometimes in the corrupt 

6 
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1 - 3 

forms ‘Molech,’ and ‘Milcom*; see eg. i K. xi. 5, 7, pov 
being a popular corruption of ^NDrrv. 

1 . 3. pom The writers idea seems to be that the 
Nabataeans, after establishing themselves in Zaphon (see on 
i. 14), will succeed in absorbing the whole of the old empire 
of Jerahmeel or Cusham. He represents them, however, 
archaistically (see on li. 11, 27) by old names, some of which 
are corruptions of the same widely applied ethnic, Jerahmeel. 
1 . 6. D’nn has not yet been satisfactorily ex- 

? lained. It is a gloss on 4 all that found them * (v. 7) ; 

^HDnr, * Jerahmeel, Ishmael/ Cp. E. Bib. } 4 Shobab.’ 
1 . 8 / DHIM covers over d'Hto. 

1 . 9. All that follows pD2 is superfluous and full of 
difficulty (see Gies. and Duhm). It is really due to the 
ingenious editor, who had before him (cp. on xlix. 29) the 
4 bad shots 1 of a scribe who could not manage to read the 
words trd*}, ^WDBT,f?HDnT, which originally were a marginal 
gloss on erVn d^X Taking J for Jerahmeel, I for Ishmael, 
and C for Cushim, we may represent the state of the text 
thus, JIJCJIIJ. nrrrm in v. 10 connects with pos pao in 
v . 9 a. (The danger of confusing the two Jerahmeels and 
the two Cushams was obviated by using different corrupt 
forms of these names.) 

1. 15 / mmm should be rrntidtt? (<s, e7ra\£a9), and for 
nxm read f (of) the Javanite’ ( = Jerahmeelite). See 
on xlvi. 16. 

L 17. The king of is here distinguished from the 
king of In reality, however, TitDN, in the books from 

which the writer ultimately derives his information, must 
mean the same as Sxx Granted that in the historical book 
which he had read there may have been a confusion between 
the Assyrian Asshur and the N. Arabian Ashhur, yet his 
ultimate source spoke of the N. Arabian Ashhur. The writer 
is therefore only a witness for the continuance of N. Arabian 
oppression, and of the Jewish desire for vengeance. 

1. 19. As to the geographical names, see on Mic. vii. 14. 
1 . 21. Assyriologists and Hebraists have done their 
best with this verse, but the result is not satisfactory. In 
particular, the transitive mn (here and in v . 27) is most 
improbable; the vss. understand Tp (in v. 21). The key 
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being in our hands, let us follow our rules, and restore thus— 

'•> dm mam ■'itDV-Sxn nbs ^NDnT ‘ Against the 

land of Jerahmeel go up, against the inhabitants of Rehoboth, 
saith Yahwk’ For Yips, cp. on Ezek. xxiii. 23. For the 
corrupt DVDO, cp. DTiStDI, Judg. iii. 8, 10 (see E. Bib., 

* Cushan-rishathaim ’)• ’‘MP might come from as eg. 

ix. 24, Zech. xii. 10, but li. X makes this improbable, ain 
comes from [n]im, a correction of YipD ; DiniTl and orpirw 
are both attempts of scribes to make sense of a miswritten 
^Nonr; cp. p ■HnN Dll in Gen. vi. 4 - Observe that if 
7ipD comes from nam, the Rehoboth meant is not the 
Rehoboth in the Negeb, but some other Rehoboth, just as 
the Jerahmeel intended is the greater Jerahmeel (Meluhha), 
not the Jerahmeelite Negeb (cp. li. 1). See on li. 13. 

1 . 23, 27. BPttD should be tsa#; see Isa. xiv. 5. For 
lain (®, avafapavare) read ITip. Cp. on v. 21. 

1 . 36. D’Han. Zimmern ( Ritualtafeln , p. 85)1 Haupt, 
and Muss-Arnolt (AJSL, July 1900, p. 223) connect nan 
in Isa. xlvii. 13, with Ass. barii, ‘ a seer ’ ( = rnh, Del.), and 
Haupt (JBL , 1900, p. 57) makes a similar suggestion for 
our passage. One would gladly accept these proposals. 
But Assyriological suggestions seem to me to be often 
fallacious; and this may be the case here. Read rather 
onann-^s, ‘ on the enchanters ’; and cp. on Isa. xlvii. 13. 

1. 37. For ai#n read Q-'aisil. 

CHAP. li. 1. ->Dp 1*? •atpr Leb-kamai is usually thought 
to be Kasdim (Chaldaea)’ written in the cypher called 
Athbash, just as Sheshach in v. 41 = Babel. © has 
XaXSaiovs in v. 1, but does not express Sheshach in v. 4 \c 
(see E. Bib., ‘ Leb-kamai,’ • Sheshach ’); Tg. gives ontoD here; 
t>aa for ‘ Sheshach ’ in v. 41, xxv. 26. It appears, however, 
that we should rather read ^NDnT for ‘ Leb-kamai.’ It is a 
gloss on which word, in accordance with many 

parallels, may underlie ‘Babel’ (Jerahmeel?) and 

‘ Ishmael ’ seem here to be parallel. 

li. 3. ‘ Utterly desperate,’ is the verdict of Cornill, who, 

however, makes a gallant effort to understand it. But the 
textual phenomena yield up their secret to those who have 
the key. They are in fact exactly parallel to those of 
xxxi. 21 a, xlix. 29, 1 . 9. Where v. 3 now stands, the 
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original text had a gloss consisting of the names of the 
peoples which the scribe took to be intended by the cnt of 
v • 2 * These names were Jerahmeel, Cusham, Ishmael. 
Through the 4 bad shots * of the scribe the verse has become 
JCJIJJJI. The only doubtful word is ; the editor may 
have inserted this, but more probably it comes from a much 
corrupted btnaw\ Cp. on v. i 3b. 

li. 11. no comes from (2 K. xvii. 6, Isa. xiii. 17, 

xxi. 2). ‘ The kings of Jerahmeel *; cp. v . 27, and note on 

v. 1. 

li. 13a. Read ‘rtsp rnirn. This is apparently the 
second name of the capital of Jerahmeel. Observe that it 
had water near it, and that, as v. 2$ shows, it was itself 
situated on a height.— 13b. ^^5 np« A glance 

at the divergent explanations of will show how doubtful 
these two words are. The most probable explanation of the 
passage is suggested by 2 S. viii. 1, where riDN is a fragment 
of rraso (the southern Maacah), and by Ezek. vii. 6, where 
Yp probably represents an original N3 aro. Read here— 
b^oW' nro The last word in MT (-psi) 

reminds us of rTNIS in v. 3 ; it most probably represents 
btotoo, i.e. Thus v. 13 prepares the way for v. 14. 

li. 25. nrr should clearly be t*. A mountain cannot 
be rolled down from the rocks. Burning is the fate constantly 
threatened to cities {eg. xxxviii. 23). Gies. and Duhm 
remark that the description is not i r cordance with the 
situation of Babylon. 

li* 2 7 f TVoboo, as in i. 14, seems to come from ^KDm\ 
The later writers delight in lists of ethnics. The peoples 
formerly subject to the great king of the larger Jerahmeel 
combine together against him. ‘Jerahmeel 9 (in the narrower 
sense) heads the list; D'ik (so read, as in Gen. viii. 4, etc., 
instead of tons?) follows ; then or (so read instead 

^P) > then either rap or jttftS) (so, instead of DIN, 

of course, is a synonym of Vm, and superfluous, -iddd, 
according to most, is the Ass. dupsarru , 4 tablet-writer/ This 
suits in Nah. iii. 17 ; here, however, we expect the name of 
a country. And since D^)D which follows, occurs elsewhere 
miswritten for ato, it is reasonable to hold that 'd here is 
miswritten for n*n£. For *idd pb'l (‘like the rough (?) 
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locust’), a superfluous comparison just here, read ^NDJTP 

li. 28. Read nm twom-nt* f?NonT-nN 

li. 59-64. See E. Bib., ‘ Seraiah.’ The impression 
which this very late story produces is that the true Babylon 
is meant. If so, the true background of Jeremiah’s pro¬ 
phecies had already been forgotten. 



PART II 

EZEKIEL AND MINOR PROPHETS 


SUFFICIENT evidence has, it may be hoped, been adduced 
for the statements relative to the contents of the Books of 
Isaiah and Jeremiah made in §§ 37, 40, 41, 43, 45 of * Pro¬ 
phetic Literature ’ in E. Bib. The justification of the leading 
corrections of the text will become stronger and stronger as 
we proceed through the other prophetic writings, and some 
of the lacuna which must inevitably exist will be filled up 
by the mind’s almost mechanical inference from analogies 
and parallels. One of the latter may, by way of example, 
be added here. In re-examining 1 S. xxvii. 8, which can 
only be adequately explained by correcting iraST into 
I had occasion to refer to one of the many 
passages in which has come by corruption out of 

7N2DtD' , 1 and at the moment the parallel passage was Isa. 
x. 13, where hitherto I had seen no light (see p. 19), but where, 
as I now saw at once, we have to read Swoffi 1 ' T133 T'Yini, 
‘ and I brought down the glory of Ishmael.’ The supreme 
N. Arabian king boasts of having overthrown the smaller 
kings of the Negeb, who had probably renounced their 
allegiance. ‘ Ishmael,’ as we shall see again and again, is 
used synonymously with ‘Jerahmeel,’ so that the close of 
13 is exactly parallel to a clause in v. 8 (p. 18), ‘ as I 
have done to Shimron and to Jerahmeel,’ and we may 
further illustrate by comparing Hos. x. 14, where the sudden 
destruction of Beth-jerahmcel by an Asshurite king appears 
without doubt to be referred to. The force of such an 
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example will, of course, be heightened the more we allow 
the mind to work freely on the new lines. It is no super¬ 
ficial study to which the reader is invited, and all the 
elucidations that some may desire cannot here be placed 
before the reader. What space allowed, has been done, and 
if young and fresh minds should wish for more, it is open to 
those to seek it from the living voice of a teacher. No 
course could be more fruitful of good for progressive study 
than for such minds to be directed to new problems. 

The relevant passages on Ezekiel and the * Minor 
Prophets * in E. Bib ., ‘ Prophetic Literature/ should be read 
in connection with the following notes. Many unsought 
illustrations of difficult passages, similar to these just 
mentioned, will quite naturally suggest themselves. It may 
not be useless to add that no attempt is here made at a 
conspectus of all admissible corrections of the text. What 
is here offered is supplementary and original. If any one 
doubts whether much of it is not only original but sound, 
let him consult the notes on Hos. iii. and Ezek. xlvii. io, 13, 
xlviii. 35, and compare what has been said on those passages 
by the best-known commentators. The best argument for a 
new method is always that it brings unforced solutions of 
problems long regarded as well nigh desperate. 



EZEKIEL 


Chap, i. i.—TOO) I Ingenious as the various 

explanations are, there seems to be room for another. Ezekiel 
was (temporarily ?) in the land of Jerahmeel; a synonym 
for ‘Jerahmeel* is often ‘ Ishmael*; in xxiii. i 5 is a 

corruption of Winckler ( Untersuch. y 96) would 

read conjecturally 'ttrSmn mmi VT 1 (or the like). I should 
venture to prefer, in accordance with the gloss in v . 2, vr'i 
'fitonrr TO©!. I conjecture that the third word became 
illegible, and that crmfpan was transferred from its original 
place to fill the gap. And where was its original place ? 
Most probably in the margin ; it was a gloss on the words 
which underlie “pni. That the traditional reading is 

wrong is surely manifest. The phrase is not to be taken 
literally, say Bertholet and Kraetzschmar (because of iii. 15); 
‘in the district of* is Kraetzschmar’s paraphrase. But most 
probably n^an (somewhat as in Ps. xvi. 5) is a 

corruption of SnoTTP, and is a gloss 

either on or on some form between VrT and n^UH. 

Ezekiel himself was of a family belonging to the Negeb; 
for ‘ Buzi/ see on Gen. xxii. 21, 1 S. vii. 14 (© afo/ 3 ). 

i. I, 3 ; iii- 3> 15> 23 ; x. i5, 20, 22 ; xliii. 3. 

Plausibly most now identify ‘ Chebar ’ with the large canal 
a little to the left of Nippur (cp. E. Bid., col. 732, and 
especially Haupt, ‘Ezekiel,’ SBOT (Eng.), pp. 93 f, who 
identifies with the Shatt en-Nil, which cuts in half the 
mounds of Nippur. It is quite possible, however, on the 
analogy of StOll (see E. Bib., ‘ Job, Book of,’ § 9), that *03 
may be a corruption of ^som', or perhaps more directly of 
fjN2“0 (whence perhaps comes the 722 of Gen. x. 10, Mic. 

89 
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i. 4 

iv. io, Ps. cxxxvii. I, 8, etc.) For favouring evidence see 
on 2 K. xvii. 5 f. (* Habor, the river of Gozan ’). mob in 

v. 3 should, as often, be 

i. 4. jiD$n-)p. ‘ Jhvh [mrr] seems to come, not from 
Jerusalem, but from the remote north, which is apparently 
thought of as the place of his abode (xxviii. 14); cp. the 
Babylonian conception (Isa. xiv. 13)/ Toy ( SBOT ). So 
Stade ( Gesch. ii. 8), * It is a heathen idea, which Ezekiel will 
have learned through a Babylonian medium and probably in 
Babylonia.’ But, as Kraetzschmar remarks, the mountain 
with which Yahwfe was connected was in the south (Dt. 
xxxiii. 2, etc.); he supposes, therefore, that Ezekiel, when he 
received the vision, accidentally looked towards the north. 
The true solution of the problem surely is that pDSTrjD 
should be ’DlDSrrjD, * from the Sephonite country,’ a district 
which may have included the mountain of Yahwe. See on 
Isa. xiv. 13. ■'3'iDS as Joel ii. 20. Cp. Elzaphan, Baal- 

zephon, Zephaniah. — from nho^T, on which see E. Bid., 
‘ Tarshish-stone.’ 

i. 24, x. 5. It is to be feared that all the manifold dis¬ 
cussion of these passages has led to nothing. Textual 
criticism should have preceded this discussion. nSon occurs 
again only in Jer. xi. 16 (n^iDn). Comparing *non (Gen. 
xlvi. 12), fno (Jer. ix. 25), and similar corruptions, we may, 
in both places, emend ^>NDm\ The key to •''j» ^np3 or (as 
x. 5) Hffl bn is to be found in Isa. xiii. 6 (see note), where 
■’Ttco comes from Read in i. 24, ^nditp nano SipD 

nroH and in x. 5 (imi ?) von ^nsd®"* ^npD. For the 
combination of figures (‘ great waters ’ and- ‘ host of Jerah- 
meel ’), cp. Isa. xvii. 1, Jer. vi. 23. 

Chap. iii. 14 . vm nom id ( 1 ) is im¬ 

possible. * Elsewhere the rm deprives a man of his conscious¬ 
ness and free-will’ (Kr.). (2) no is impossible; see the 

various explanations in Kr. Hitz., Corn., Toy cancel it; 
Kr. objects because such a peculiar expression can hardly 
be a gloss. (3) vm PIDTO, an unparalleled expression; nor is 
the mention of Ezekiel’s rm in place here. By the com¬ 
bined help of 0 and the Jerahmeelite theory, we can at last 
see daylight. Where MT. gives id, (AQ) has fierea>po<s, 
i.e. probably dt (cp. @, 2 S. xxii. 28); now dt is one of the 
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many mutilated forms of ^NDnT, and in this case to make 
the true reading doubly sure no or m is preceded (M@) by 
“[SnI, t.e. ^>Nrr, which exactly completes 'm\ Next, non is 
one of the recognised forms ‘of ro»D (so e.g. in Ps. lxxvi. 11); 
lastly, im is possibly, and in this case also probably, a 
corrupt fragment of 'm\ Render, ‘ And spirit had lifted 
me up and taken me to Maacath of Jerahmeel ’; Maacath, 
then, must have been a district of Jerahmeel, separate from 
that in which Ezekiel was, when he saw the vision. 

iii. 15. Admittedly the text is in disorder. Gratz 
(Monatsschr., 1886, p. 369) would omit IlDM'i (from as 

a ‘ proleptic dittogram,’ and for the rest follows the well- 
rounded construction of Pesh. Cornill omits 1 H 3 Sn D'ltDYT 
113 as a gloss, and changes npisr; into thus producing 
‘and I came to the exiles to Tel-abib where they dwelt.’ 
Both courses are too easy to be right, and we have no reason 
to give 1QT the specialised sense of ‘ having one’s centre or 
chief place of abode.’ The place-name Tel-abib is also 
suspicious. The explanation suggested by Frd. Del. (til- 
abubi; cp. E. Bib., ‘Tel-abib’) is plausible, but not more so 
than that of HD (i. 1, 3, etc.). <® gives Hereupon = DT = 
^NDm\ But though the equation TIN = 0 “in = SuDriT is 
not impossible, yet it is easier to see underlying TON the 
name Sp, and to suppose <©’s D1 to be a remnant of 
a variant ^NDnT f?n. D'anm, and DO are all very 

possible corruptions of Snjmdbt, while non is a corruption of 
'nr, ifflN'i probably = *ii&n ^rn (and Tel-asshur); it corre¬ 
sponds to the ical nrepirfkQov = TlDNl of ©. The two Hebrew 
texts of v. 15— i.e. that of M and that underlying @—may 
respectively be rendered thus— 

‘ And I went to the company of exiles, to Tel-arab [Ishmael, by 
the river of Jerahmeel] and Tel-asshur [Jerahmeel, Ishmael], and 
there for seven days I dwelt among them astonished.’ 

‘And I went, etc., to Tel-jerahmeel and Tel-asshur [Ishmael, by 
the river of Jerahmeel, Ishmael].’ 

That Asshur ( = Geshur), Jerahmeel, Ishmael, and Arabia 
were practically synonymous, need not be restated. But it 
is important to point out that Tel-melah in Ezra ii. 59, Neh. 
vii. 61, and Tel-harsha in Ezra ii. 59 evidently come from 
Tel-jerahmeel and Tel-ashhur (cp. Ashhur, 1 Chr. ii. 24, iv. 5) 
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respectively. Also that in Amos we hear of ^ro, 

which should probably be read inij ^na (see on Am. vi. 14). 
Cp. E. Bib., ‘ Tel-abib,’ ‘ Tel-harsha,’ * Tel-melah,’ where it is 
further suggested that fan, wherever it occurs in compound 
names, may be the short for ^>yin (Tubal). 

Chap. iv. 6 . mt 9 is as impossible here as in Isa. xi. 11. 
In both passages read WoB)\ Here 'dot is a variant to 
Wittn; the glossator thinks of Israel in the land of Ishmael 
or Jerahmeel (i.e. the Negeb). In Isa. lx., where it, i.e. 
f?NDnT follows, it is a gloss on yi»n, etc. 

Chap. vii. 5-7. The ingenuity of the proposed correc¬ 
tions of this passage (see Kr.) is worthy of all praise. But 
how colourless are the results ! 2 K. xxiv. 2—if we can 

read underneath MT.—suggests the remedy. The names of 
the peoples which were to attack Jerusalem ought to be 
found here. Mere possibilities, in the light of the new 
theory, become probabilities. Remembering the corruptions 
of the ethnic names in the Psalms, and omitting dittograms, 
we may probably restore thus— 

mrr pth now na 
m nan ^ndi-tv f?Norrp 
hi nan fjNDrrv' vro 
pNn-amv ntm ni 
: inj5 rqsa 

nan probably comes either from nm or from m ; nnw from 
DHM (cp. 7n« or nnN, Isa. lxvi. 17). yp, as perhaps in 
Num. xiii. 2 5, represents ana. T^N, Hke in Isa. xlvii. 13 
(see note), comes from f?Nom\ Notice that here as else¬ 
where tb represents the final bs of an ethnic ; noino = 
^NE>m\ (3 arbitrarily (as it occurs) inserts tb before nemo ; 
it is right, however, in its wSlvcov. This represents cSan, 
i.e. certainly (I do not touch pp in w. 2, 3 ; 

possibly w. 1-4 is a later preface to the song. An editor 
has certainly been at work on w. 1-10). 
vii. 10 f. More ethnics. Read— 

ns nan faNorrp nan 

TI0N Dp? T2D Tip 

: [o-^NDnaa D'Snem'] 
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viii. 5 

See another list of peoples in xxiii. 5 b, 6, and cp. similar lists 
in the Psalms (e.g. Pss. lv., lxxxiii., xciv.). jvn = p~re, one of 
the current corruptions of -mo {eg. 1 K. xvii. 9, Joel iv. 4). 
Don = DttO, as 2 S. xxii. 3, 49 (Ps. xviii. 49). In the gloss 
(which is encumbered by dittograms) 'DTO may either be a 
corruptly dittographed VlT or represent D’aoro (cp. E. Bib., 

‘ Naham,’ * Nahamani,’ ‘ Nehemiah ’). 
vii. 12. Read buDm -1 iran nbsp an. 
vii. 21-23. Read— 

nS D’nwrra vnrm 
bbvb pNn 

D77D PD TODm 

dtid-is *o inn 
nirnn imam vrWrn 

D^DT pNn->D 

: Don rsm 

•>2-ni? = © tow XoifioU (Corn., Toy). DTijm corresponds 
(1) to -'nQS-riN = mss-n«, (2) to D'mo, (3) to <@’s a<f>v- 
\d/cT<u? = dnHB (suggested independently of Hitz.), and (4) 
to BDtDD in v. 23, which < 5 §’s text did not contain. For the 
equation £90050 = 'is, cp. Ps. vii. 7, xciv. 15. 'is had been 
put in the margin, as a correction perhaps of "OIDSTIN, and 
came into the text. 

Chap. viii. 3, 5. napon nuapn bz>D, || nuapn Sod. 
Evidently the editor had the text only in a corrupted form, 
and did his best to make sense. Gunkel {Schbpf. 141) 
suggested rnpn Sop, i.e. an image of the chaos-monster 
Tiamat (cp. ib., p. 28) ; he quotes ®,tou KToijievov = na[a]pn, 
and naprr nTJ, Ps. lxviii. 31. But <3 simply makes a poor, 
superficial correction, and Ps., l.c., is corrupt. If Gunkel’s 
idea that direct Babylonian influence is to be assumed is 
correct, it is best to read ]V 3 bpp (or zstb = lamassu ?), as 
proposed in Exp.T, Dec. 1898 ; ZATW, 1901, p. 201. 
The position indicated is such as might be given to a 
protecting sedu or lamassu. Manasseh’s image (2 Chr. 
xxxiii. 7, f?DDn Sdd) might have been one of Kaivanu. 
Kaim&nu (= Kaivanu) is a title, not only of Saturn, but of 
the sun (cp. Jensen, Kosmol. 115). But the amount of 
evidence for the predominance of N. Arabian influence on 
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referred to. The eating of the cakes was accompanied by 
libations and the utterance of benedictions (cp. Isa. Ixvi. 3). 
The deity who was to be thus honoured was naturally the 
great N. Arabian goddess, known probably in Judah as 
rPQten (see on Jer. iii. 23 f, Hos. ix. 10), but also as toSd 
fwSDBP (see on Jer. vii. 18), and nhmoW' (see on 2 K. 
xxiii. s). In the last-mentioned passage the text has rn^iD. 
It seems that non, like rr^TD, has arisen out of 
though the latest editor may have thought of the Bab. 
Dumuzi (see E. Bib., ‘ Tammuz ’). Read, therefore, 

'bttin rvomo rvaar, ‘ the women sit (at the sacred meal) 
and bless the Ishmaelite (= Jerahmeelite) goddess. 1 

viii. 17. The culminating horror is described thus— 
rryimrrnN djto. Toy points out that nbm 

is not the right word for holding a flowering branch to the 
nose (cp. E. Bib ., * Tammuz ’). But no adequate correction 
has been proposed. It is possible that Ezekiel wrote, 
nto’jNpn-nw (n'bito) D'a&h Djrn; cp. Dt. xxii. 23, 
and in general Ezek. xxii. 11. blW (the verb) seems to be 
miswritten for t tbn. 

Chap. x. 5. See on i. 24. 

Chap. xi. 24. Read norite, and for nro n^ion 

read (dittogr.). This is a correct explanatory gloss. 

Corn., Toy, and Kr. vainly manipulate the unsatisfactory 
text. 

Chap. xii. 13. Read o^rite jnw n^onr. 

Chap. xiv. 14, 19. The three righteous men in M® 
are Noah, Daniel, and Job. But in xxviii. 3 Daniel is repre¬ 
sented, not as specially righteous, but as specially wise, and 
the person mentioned in connection with Daniel is the king 
(as criticism compels us to hold) of Missur in N. Arabia. 
This suggests that (Wsn) is probably a corruption, not 
of >on, i.e. Enoch (as the writer, after Hal6vy, formerly 
thought), but of ^MDTTP. Cp. I K. v. 3, where Calcol and 
Mahol, and 1 Chr. iii. 1, 2 S. iii. 3, where Daniel and .Chileab, 
both come from * Jerahmeel ’; also Ezra viii. 2, where Daniel 
corresponds to Gamaliel (yafirfhos [B], 7 ajiar)\ [A], one of 
the most regular corruptions of ‘Jerahmeel/ in 3 Esd. viii. 29. 
It has also been already pointed out ( E . Bib., ‘Noah/ § 1) 
that ‘Noah’ (to) has probably supplanted ‘Enoch 1 C"pn) in 
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the Hebrew Deluge-story, and it may now be added that 
*Iyy 5 b (Job) probably comes from 'Arab (cp. on itfr, 2 S. 
ii. 12 /), i.e. N. Arabia. The three righteous men thus 
become Enoch, Jerahmeel, and 'Arab. One point more has 
to be mentioned. All these names belong to First Men. 
Enoch [‘ Noah ’] is the first man of the new race after the 
Deluge ; Jerahmeel is the first man in the Paradise-story pre¬ 
supposed by Ezek. xxviii., and also in that of Genesis, if 
ha-adam should, in some passages, be corrected into yera{i- 
me'el (see on Gen. ii. 8, 15); 'Arab [‘Job’] is shown to have 
been originally a first man by the denial of Eliphaz in Job 
xv. 7. It seems, then, that in Ezekiel's time a sort of syn¬ 
thesis of the three stories may have been made. 

Chap. xvi. 3. The origin of Jerusalem is here traced to 
the ' land of Canaan *; its * father ’ was * the Amorite,’ and 
its mother ‘a Hittite/ According to Kr. (cp. Jastrow in 
E . Bib., col. 2096), the leading Canaanite tribes are selected 
as representatives; Jerusalem was, in fact, in early times, a 
Canaanite city. Sayce’s view is different. According to 
him, the Jebusite population of Jerusalem was ‘ partly Hittite 
and partly Amorite' ( Races of the O.T. , p. 111 ; cp. The 
Hittites, pp. 13 f ). It is remarkable, however, that in v. 29 
JWD pN is || to onto!). To render the former phrase 4 a land 
of merchants * (so BDB and Ges.-Bu., here and in xvii. 4, 
comparing Zeph. i. 11, 'n ds, * the merchant people') is partly 
a sign of perplexity, partly a consequence of the faulty read¬ 
ing abl*] T2? in xvii. 4. 1 Also that, as the text stands, the 
chief seats of the Hittites in the south were in the neighbour¬ 
hood of the b’ne Esau (Gen. xxvi. 34, xxxvi. 2) ; there is 
indeed a tradition connecting them (if the received text is 
right, see on Gen. xxiii. 2 /.) with Hebron, but none which 
connects them with Jerusalem. The remedy is one which 
applies to a large group of passages, especially in Genesis. 
For ■'Dinarr read ■'ttpjn, for -hon read (Arammite = 

Jerahmeelite), and for rmn read rprtarri (so v . 45). See 
also on 2 S. v. 6, 8 (the early population of Jerusalem, 

1 Cornill remarks, ‘ In a “ riddle ” (nrn;, like that in xvii. 4, Chaldaea 
could be called [assuming that this means “ a land of merchants ”], 

but not here, in a plain, simple narrative. , Following Corn, omits 
jj/tt, but then he has to keep nona-j, though we should rather expect dhko. 
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Jerahmeelite), Isa. xxix. i (the early name of Jerusalem, 
Jerahmeel). 

xvi. 17. 13 } V??. ‘images of #’? Rather pm 

* images of gold.’ Similarly in Isa. lvii. 8, for TpvipT (Duhm, 

1 dein Phallusbild ’) read ‘ Thy golden thing ’ 

(contemptuously) and ‘images (Ishmaels) of gold’ refer, not 
to the worship of Yahw& under the form of a calf or steer, 
but to the cultus of the god Jerahmeel (d^s, as in Am. 
v. 26, corruption of 'offi" 1 ). The coarseness of the traditional 
text is, I fear, due to the scribes and editors. 

xvi. 26 ff. Read CISD 'OB. The whole atmosphere is 
N. Arabian. For imi ml (a libel on Ezekiel’s taste) 
read pN2. Cp. the parallel distortion in xxiii. 14, 

and “iffll for p«2 in Hos. viii. 13 (see note). For dtm&S 
read DTiD-iSl (so, too, in v. 57). Cp. on 2 S. i. 20. 
-fltDN is a form of Yin»N = YlOtt. For pm, see on v. 3. 

xvi. 30. The context suggests ipinS nSpN HD. Sin 
Lev. xviii. 23, xx. 12, ‘confusio, i.e. contaminatio, nequitia’ 
(Kon. ii. x, p. 98 c). Cp. Jer. v. 7. 

xvi. 46. Point pioffi (Shimron in the Negeb); see on 
1 K. xvi. 24, Am. iii. 9, vi. 1. DID is derived from the 
tradition of ‘Sodom and Gomorrah,’ but the writer is 
conscious that * Sodom ’ (? from Kidsham) was in a remote 
part of the Negeb. Cp. E. Bib., ‘ Sodom.’ 

xvi. 57. D2M mm. Most, with <3, read d'tn. But 
there was a southern D2i$, i.e. ‘Jerahmeel,’ and this is 
favoured by ■'D'in in v. 3 (see note).— (v. 27). 

CHAP. xvii. has been greatly misunderstood, even by the 
acute Winckler (A OF® i. 141 ff.). 

xvii. 3-5. nopn ‘whose was the variegation ’ ? 

Read bNnnv hV-itjjN, ‘ whose was Jerahmeel,’ an early gloss (?). 
—For |MD read tip, and for read ^NDITP (cp. Neh. iii. 

31 /, Cant. iii. 6).—np comes from np v l, and HD2D2 from 
noim, both written in the wrong place. Read, ‘ and he took 
of the meaner seed,’ ipOT into. Ezekiel disparages Zedekiah. 

xvii. 11-21. Read ^NDnT (Sn 322 ?) for ?22, W )3 for 
mno, and point cnsp. In v. 13 for ■'*?■'« read ■’SlO. 

Chap, xviii. 6. Read probably m?. Cp. on 

viii. 10. iv poa = jcni; /_ i is a corruption of 
Cp. on HOT), xxvii. 32. 
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Chap. xix. io. For Tftrja read 

Chap. xx. 5 ff. Read perhaps D'mo, and note the 
stress laid on the idols ('b'fal, * Jerahmeels ’; see on viii. 10) 
of cnso, which seems to have an application to the present 
circumstances of the exiles. 

xx. 29. An editorial insertion, to be explained by the 
|| passage, xxiii. 4, where Jerusalem receives the name 
Aholibah, which the editor must have read Aholibamah. 
The divine speaker is supposed to say, speaking of the 
land of Israel, which is like one great bamah , ‘ What is the 
bamah into which ye enter ’ (read D' l Nl) ; and the writer con¬ 
tinues, * So its name was called [Aholijbamah unto this day/ 

Chap. xxi. 1 [xx. 45]. Awkward enough. But from 
our present point of view certain obvious possibilities, here 
and in v. 7, become probabilities. The king, whose invasion 
the land of Israel (Judah) has to apprehend, is the king of 
Jerahmeel, i.e. the most powerful of the N. Arabian kings, 
who appears to have conquered the Negeb. This king will 
approach by way of Teman ; Ezekiel thereupon looks towards 
Teman as well as towards the region corruptly designated 
Babel (Barakel ? = Jerahmeel). In the explanatory passage, 
xxi. 7, he calls it—so at least we should read—* Ishmael ’ 
(cp. Gen. xxviii. 9, Mahalath bath-Ishmael) and ‘ Cushim/ 
His prophecy specially concerns the land of Israel 
(xxi. 7 f .); but to strike the attention he does not at 
once call this country by its true name, but by an enig¬ 
matical , title which appears in MT. as 333 m»n is 1 or 
333 H "1J>\ The current explanations of this phrase seem 
inadequate, hy; we can understand ; but why rrrmrr and 333 
or 333 n ? The key to the problem is provided by xvii. 3, 
where the king of Jerahmeel (see on v. 4) is likened to a 
great eagle which goes to (the southern) Lebanon, and 
takes off the top of a cedar. Let us then, for 333H in 
xxi. 3, read (see on Josh. xiii. 5, Ps. lxviii. 16), 

virtually = and explain rrjto, as in Judg. v. 4, as 

‘ highland/ The troublesome 33$, at the end of xxi. 2, will 
have come from pS> 33 , and have been meant as a gloss on 
rrrmn. For P|&p read (® M/ 3 \eyfrov). Note that 
gives ®aifiav, A07coy (? A apcofi), and Nwye# as proper names. 

xxi. 7. Read and D^ora (see last note). 



xxiii. 8 


EZEKIEL 


99 

xxi. 19. For D^n, f?^n, and 9 mrr read *?NDrrr (cp. 
on xxxii. 20). 

xxi. 33. For DnDin read D'TiEns; n and 2 similar in 
Aramaic scripts. 

xxi. 36. For read ; cp. xxv. 4. 

Chap, xxiii. 3, 8, 19, 2 1 and 27. Point D^p. 

xxiii. 4. The names of the two allegorical wives of 
Yahwfe are nSrTN and rrT^rrN, or perhaps (see on xx. 29) 
norr^rTN, the one corresponding to Shimron 1 (in the 
Negeb; see on 1 K. xvi. 24), the other to Jerusalem. 
It is commonly supposed that ‘tent/ necessarily 

enters into both names, and Smend has plausibly argued 
that there is a reference to the sacred tents of the 
bdmoth (cp. xvi. 16), though Stucken ( Astrahnythen , 
251 f) suggests a connection with Ass. ahuld % ahul&pi , 

1 0 that * (so at least Del.), and regards the words as 
designations of the Assyrian and Hebrew Penates. It is, 
however, important to notice (1) that the second name of 
Jerusalem in Is. xxix. 1 is a corrupt form of 1 Jerahmeel/ 
(2) that the Edomite name (cp. on xx. 29) is a 

distortion of ^NDITP, and (3) that the name of Hosea’s wife 
(who symbolises the apostate land of Israel) and that of her 
family are corruptions of the same name. It can scarcely 
be doubtful that in Ex. xxxi. 6, etc., and these two 

difficult forms in our text of Ezekiel are also corruptions of 
^NDJTP. The idea is that of xvi. 8, ‘Thy father was an 
Arammite* (read ■’D’lw), t\e, a Jerahmeelite. Shimron and 
Jerusalem were Jerahmeelite by origin, and justified their 
connection by their impure religion and their craving for a 
Jerahmeelite alliance. And the tragedy is that Jerahmeel 
is to be ruined by Jerahmeel (cp. v . 22). 

xxiii. 5^-8. A list of the so-called ‘ lovers/ encumbered 
with corruption and dittography, has been turned into a 
curious description of young men, satraps and governors, 
clothed in purple blue, and riding on horses. The plainest 
corruptions are 'mi*?, *mni, D'OnD, and D'DlD. Read— 

[■worn] 'np ^rmm ^ndttp bwow'' mim -nm^N 

: 'oro trnim] 'rim* 

1 The pointing p*io*3> ( v . 4) is erroneous. See on xvi. 46. 
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For another such list, see note on vii. io f The refer¬ 
ence to the idols ('bl, * Jerahmeels’) of the Arabian Asshur 
is significant (cp. Isa. xxi. 9, ‘all the graven images’ of 
f?ll = Jerahmeel, also note on 2 K. xix. 29-33). It is most 
natural to point D'nm 

xxiii. 12. Correct as in vv. 5 f ; is a fresh cor¬ 

ruption of ^NDrrv ; h is dittographed. 

xxiii. 14. Kr/s commentary is suggestive of the in¬ 
correctness of the text. ‘ The scene of harem-like amative¬ 
ness : she falls in love with pictures of foreign men, and 
sends for them to come to her. Hence the acquaintance 
of Judah with the Chaldaeans came to pass through pictorial 
representations, frescoes with pictures of Chaldaean warriors 
(not deities; viii. 1 o is different) which had been imported 
from Babylon, and stirred up in the Judaeans the wish to 
form personal relations with those who were thus repre¬ 
sented. At least so Ezekiel describes it—but in reality 
personal contact with the Babylonians no doubt preceded 
the introduction of their artistic products/ It is all the 
editor’s imaginativeness; the same editor has already mis¬ 
read the same word ViT in viii. 10 (dittographed). Cp. 
10)0)1 mppn with D'Yion 10)1 in v. 20. Read— 

: hmri'v pKi D^onm or Nim 

xxiii. 15. The only genuine part seems to be }>in 
D rnfriD, which is in apposition to pN in v. 14 (end). 

The difficulties about ii:n and 'in ''nno and the odd intro¬ 
duction of D^QT^O) disappear ; the list of corrupt ethnics— 
an ignorant scribe’s work—continues. Jerahmeel, Asshur, 
Rehoboth (nDlsQ^ni?—cp. on nom, viii. 10), Jerahmeel, 
Ishmael, Asshur (?), Jerahmeel, Ishmael, Jerahmeel (two frag¬ 
ments), b’ne-‘ Babel ’ (Jerahmeel) and Cushi are successively 
mentioned, d sometimes arises from the wrong assumption 
of an abbreviation of the plural. 

xxiii. 20. No credit here to the editor. Read (com¬ 
paring v. 14, end)— 

: uwo noisTi p»i i»n mxsar\ 

xxiii. 23/ anpl $lttn YlpD. Plainly corrupt (cp. Jer. 
1. 21, and $np in v. 24). Read ^NDITPI ^MDOn mini. 
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The ‘ b’ne Asshur ’ are, of course, the Ashhurites. The rest 
as in v. 6. D' , NYlp = D^Norn* (cp. on 'p, 2 S. xv. 11). In 
v, 24 ‘chariots and wheels, an assembly of peoples, large 
and small shield and helmet,’ is not a natural combination. 
JSH, too, is an unexplained word which Corn., following ©, 
and comparing xxvi. 7, would emend into psso. This would 
be plausible, rendering, however. ‘ from Saphon,’ but for the 
circumstance that pin (v.l. pin) seems clearly identical with 
PUS, which follows shortly. What we expect, however, is 
not rip, but the name of a country or district. Let us now 
compare W?m XU pn and SYipl poi TUX. Wu certainly 
and nyi possibly come from ^NDrrv ; po seems to be up or 
’Up; slip (cp. sip) = ^Nonx. It is noticeable that po is 
wanting in the first triplet. But, just as VtY can be repre¬ 
sented both by and by snip, so up can be represented 
both by pn (pm) or rm, and by po. Read, therefore, prob¬ 
ably tSs ^Norm Up T?* 1N31- Or should up here 

be jmu ? X3D, as often, comes from SnsoW (a variant to 
'nT). See on xxvi. 7, xxvii. 11, xxxviii. 4 f 

xxiii. 40-42. Omit the editorial patches runS©n and 
TQJn^> (partly with Corn.), and read (y. 42), omitting some 
corrupt dittograms, i^ron D - 'BFDi pon Vlpi. We 

have been told of the preparations for these ‘ lovers ’; now 
a confused sound of their approach from the ‘ wilderness ’ of 
the Negeb is heard. 

ClIAl*. xxv. 4, 10. orjp-ua is a constant error for 
Ojrp33, i.e. those Jcrahmeelites (Dpi = Viy) who had re¬ 
mained on the level of the so-called Amalekites. 

xxv. 8. Most recent critics (after ©) rightly omit 
Yaffil. But how came it here? YJ>» is a corruption of 
lisp, a variant to 3N1D (the two names are liable to be 
confounded).—15 / For read DmDiX, and for 

O'n rpn read jo 1 Xim ; DTTO is a popular distortion of 
DYOrri. Cp. on Jer. xlvii. 7. 

Chap. xxvi. One of the chapters which have been recast 
the most. I have sought to recover some of the underlying 
readings. In v. 2 mn'rr should be —In v. 3 we 
should read [D^NOnr] o^ns -'ll The last 

three words of v. 3 are plainly fragments of 'rrr. To 
change niWu into nifttO (Corn.) is too easy a remedy.—In 
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vv. 4 f words have been corrupted and misplaced, mm 
does not suit; it implies a wrong interpretation of 
rnpa, which should mean ‘its rubbish 9 (see v. 12), but 
which the redactor took to mean * its soil * (see xxiv. 7 /). 
The key to the passage exists in the appended gloss, 
‘ and it shall be a spoil for the nations/ and in the closing 
words of v . 12. Read, in v. 4b, D'D y\m Vnnm, and in 
v. 5 Tvm *0 rrnn Snsdqt nptpp^. sbu from 
as Judg. i. 36, etc. mmb and mt&D both represent DDffiD^. 
D^Din, i.e. fwonT, is a gloss on shv or / ot&\—In vv . 6, 8 
rrrip meant originally, not the Tyrian mainland, but the 
Tied mto, ‘ the highland of Missur * ; cp. on xxi. 1 (xx. 45). 
—In v. 7 the true name of the king (as in the edited pro¬ 
phecies in Jer.) is probably Nebrod Asshur. He is called, 
not ‘ king of kings * (d*oSd), but ‘ king of Jerahmeel ’ (Vm) ; 
cp. on Dan. ii. 37, Ezra vi. 12. So, too, pia$p means ‘from 
Zaphon/ and bX) DID X should be D^nDIET) Wm moral 
rnS”Dtfl}. hnp"\ is a fragment of a dittographed 'rm, which 
name is already represented by i (cp. on xxiii. 23 f ).— 
In v. 1 1 ‘ strong viasscboth % are spoken of; we meet with 
them again as ‘the viasscboth of Beth-cusham/ Jer. xliii. 13 
(see note).—In v, 12 mp may mean the stream near the 
city.— V. 14 is a doublet to v. 4 (see note).—In vv . 15, 16, 
17, 18, d^m, DVT, and p* represent D^m*. In v. 17 nittnD 
should be (Ew., others i-ntD}). According to v. 19 

Missur is to be swallowed up by a flood of the subterranean 
waters; cp. Jer. li. 34, where Nebrod is likened to ‘ the 
dragon’ {i.e. Tiamat; cp. DVin).—In v. 20 read nv-bt* 
and Vtt nvqpn (so nhllp in Job iii. 14). Cp. on 
xxxii. 23, etc. 

Chap, xxvii. Still more editorial recasting. As 
Manchot, Ber., and Kr. have pointed out, there are two 
distinct compositions here, one of which alone is metrical, 
viz., the ship-song, vv . 1, 2, 3^-9, 25-36 (partly recast). 
These the editor has put together, to the detriment of both. 
He also changed *mp into nk (Tyre), not knowing of the 
N. Arabian tied, and supposing that only a maritime city 
like Tyre could be compared to a ship. It is plain, how¬ 
ever, that this is not a necessary supposition ; indeed, in 
Isa. xxxiii. 2 $aba (as far as 03) we find the same figure of 
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the ship applied (in imitation of Ezek. xxvii.) to Jerusalem. 
And underneath the present text of the ship-song, we can 
still detect references to the geographical situation of Missur. 
Thus, in v. 4, D'D*'l and yboi are both corruptions of 
D^NOnT; prefixed to this is fpD (M@ f?l). So we get 
rid of the impossible D'D? The resulting phrase, ‘ all 

the Jerahmeelites,' is a collective expression for the different 
Jerahmeelite populations (cp. v . 9 b, below).—In v. 5 ‘Lebanon' 
has possibly come from ‘ Gebalon ' (see on 1 K. v. 6); at any 
rate, a southern mountain range is meant, so that probably 
‘ Senir ' is an alteration of ‘ Sinai' (^d) ; see on Dt. iii. 9. 
—In v . 6 ‘ Bashan * should be ‘ Cushan 1 (as often), and since 
in v. 7 * Elishah 1 is mentioned, and both ‘ Kittim' and 
‘Elishah' are sons of ‘Javan' ( i.e . Jaman = Jerahmeel) in 
Gen. x. 4, we have solid reason for restoring rD££ ns for 
D^ro "N (as in Jer. ii. 10), and in v. 7 f?NSDBF ns for 
nttrStf Maacathite and Ishmaelite merchants seem to 
be thus designated.—In v. 8 we should read probably 
31 S 1 11250 ^NSDQT, * Ishmael, Missur, and Arabia/ and 
Ii 25 n ''DDn, * the sages of Hazor' (a popular corruption of 
Ashhur, cp. on ins, v . 18). ®'s oi apxpvrh aov = 

Srtoa, miswritten (like 'Ottr) for ^NSOttF.—In v> 9 the 
Edomite Gebal is meant. It is noticeable that v. 9 b 
and v. 25 a are nearly identical. The former should run, 
inso Toh 11 vn ^NnnT n‘iDM-^3; the latter, rhDN 
llivo * * irniw. Whether we prefer Vrr or iib?n is un¬ 
important. Oddly enough, no one has noticed that THYim 
in v. 25 a comes from a dittographed ttFtmn. 

We now pass to a later writer's ornamental insertion, 
vv . 10-24. That it is an insertion is shown (1) by the 
injury to the context which it produces, (2) by its want of 
metre, and (3) by the fact that it is inclosed on both sides 
by the same line ( v . 9 b = v. 25 a\ which belongs to the ship- 
song. In v . 10 a DID and &1D are variants and corruptions 
of 71 D 125 ; TiS comes from isf?a (the Gilead of the Negeb— 
see on Jer. viii. 22, xl. 1, 5). Read, therefore, nDl2n isf?l. 
IQIDI po = ^KDrrn ttp (see on xxiii. 24). That^slID is 
rightly explained is shown by im^n, Le. plainly Swon-p. 
Thus the puzzle about the suspended shields disappears.— 
V. 11 should open with 'nr US 'll, ‘ the men of Jerahmeelite 
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Arabia.’ d^tdxi (t.e. D’HDD'i) can now be definitively corrected 
into D’anoifri; note @’s <J>vXa*€? = D'HDB'l. For less prob¬ 
able views see E. Bib., ‘ Gammadim.’ DrriaSffl = 

'rm d^nsdut ; the whole clause is a variant to the last 
clause but one.—In v. 12 for arann read Ti$n.—I n v. 13a 
the right reading is approximately oafr) Sim ]d; (Gen. x. 2). 
For D"jn BjQ 3 (* human persons ’ ?) read DT’srrjtp (1 K. x. 22). 
In v. 14 read, connecting with v. 13, DmDI D'lD 

D^nsmi. (omo and dhid both come from Ss.) Cp. on 1 K. 
iv. 26, v. 29, Neh. vii. 67 f ; see also 4 Sepharad/ E . Bib .— 
In v . 150 keep ppr, and for Dm D"N read qto. In b> 
read probably ipniib mmn npibn job nmp, in the main 
following Pesh. But cp. E. Bib ., ‘ Ebony/ § 2. 

xxvii. 16. Read d'TM (<®S, Ew., Toy, etc., etc.); * Aram ’ 
would mean ‘Jerahmeel/ and this name, under the forms 
‘Javan’ and ‘Togarmah/ we have in vv. 13 f, 18. The 
text of v. 16 is far from correct; notice the three textile 
fabrics between the precious stones. Cornill’s inferences 
from (§ need revision. Read npm 1 D 31 ; 'rm is 

the country of the IDI The next word, according to 
Cornill, should be rnmn, i.e. the precious stone so-called ; 
)d:dn and pin, he thinks, were arbitrary insertions suggested 
by the corrupt reading nopYi (or, as nbpm). It is 
probable, however, that pm is a corruption of Dp'll 
(dittogr.); jdIin has been already accounted for. 

xxvii. 17. ‘Judah and the land of Israel’ should 
probably be ‘Judah and the land of Ishmael’ ( = of 
Jerahmeel). WiBP and are confounded (as Isa. 

xvii. 3, Ezek. ix. 1); the former name is certainly un¬ 
expected here, especially if ptDDl ( v . 18) should be DBTD.— 
33^1 mao ^n, ‘ three desperate words/ according to Cornill, 
who thinks that D in mo belongs to 'an, and that m is a 
mutilation of nriDpa, ‘ and storax * (cp. E. Bib., ‘ Storax ’). 
But the phrase n^OD D^ion in 1 K. v. 25, together with 
mDD 'n in the || 2 Chr. ii. 9, suggests a better remedy. 
rP 3 D comes from roo (3 = 3 ), and rOD is a corruption of 
rovo, the name of a district of the N. Arabian border-land, 
famous for its wheat (cp. on Ruth i. 22). See on Judg. 
xi. 33. Read, therefore, rO$D "DH, ‘ wheat of Maacath/ 
313D, too, can be finally disposed of. According to Cornill, 



xxvii. 22 


EZEKIEL 


105 


it is a corruption of Mil, ‘wax.’ Rather, it is the well- 
known word jdi, with one letter transposed. Read 19a oft-p, 

‘ and grape-honey ’; grape-syrup is meant, as distinguished 
from the date-syrup, called in the Mishna cnon BEn, and 
from the honey of bees, called simply QEp (so E. Bib., 

‘ Pannag ’; cp. ‘ Honey ’). 

xxvii. 18 /. pn inffiN 1DS1, ‘ and wool of Ashhur and 
Dedan ’ (these names are combined, as Tarshish and 
Dodanim in Gen. x. 4). 1 The N. Arabian atmosphere 
proves this to be right. Else we might read pin 3 D 33 (so 
E. Bib., ‘Wool’). Cornill most ingeniously, but wrongly, 

‘ wine of Helbon and Zimin and Arnaban.’ This implies too 
much learning in the writer, and is certainly far-fetched ; 
the same remark applies to Kraetzschmar’s introduction 
of Izal (Spn), a famous wine-country known to the Baby¬ 
lonians as I-za-al-la. Smo (v. 19) represents f?NDriTD (cp. 
on Gen. x. 27); prefix it to 'in 7 TO. Jeremiah (xv. 12 ; 
see note) speaks of iron from Zaphon and copper of Jerah- 
meel, which also illustrates v. 13. ‘ Wine of Helbon ’ refers, 

not to the wine of the Syrian Helbon (cp. E. Bib:, ‘ Helbon,’ 

‘ Wine,’ § 24), but to the wine of the Negeb (see on 2 K. 
xviii. 32, Gen. xlix. 11 f.). For ‘ Helbon ’ cp. on 1 Helbah,’ 
Judg. i. 31 ; see also on Hos. xiv. 7 ff. 

xxvii. 20 f. For ajan P3Q read DPTip ’' 333 , ‘with 
young suhirs’ {JQR x. 543 ); C P- Bib., ‘Cloth,’ note; 
‘ Horse,’ § 1 (5). For -wlm read SttoDBE (cp. on v. 8). 

xxvii. 22/. (cp. on Neh. iii. 31 f) should certainly 

be ^NOrrr. That different branches of Jerahmeelites are 
mentioned is intelligible, pn, of course, means the southern 
Haran (cp. 1 Chr. ii. 46). For pin np'i read ps pp. So 
Mez (Gesch. Harr an, p. 34), who, however, mistakes the 
geography of the passage. which follows, comes from 

^NQn“P (on Eden-jerahmeel, see E. Bib., ‘ Paradise,’ § 6). 
YitUN n 3B) may have arisen out of ’n The enigmatical 

TdSd is not miswritten for po, ‘ Media ’ (as E. Bib., 
‘ Chilmad ’), nor to be pointed Taba (as Cornill, too mechani¬ 
cally), but a corruption of ^NOnv (letters mixed up). At 

1 It is implied here that i.e. jd;= ‘ Jerahmeel,’ is a variant to 
■nnrtfi This may be confirmed by @’s epia Ik MiArjrov, which pre- 
supposes a reading nVo “ids, i.e. 'nr nos, * wool of Jerahmeel.’ 
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first sight this may appear a gloss, but it is nothing of the 
kind. See next note. 

xxvii. 24. 'p £ ? 3 '> non, to which “jrfol (v. 23, end) and 

on (so read at end of v. 24) are variants, should 
close v. 24 and the whole description. The scribe wrote it 
too soon, and followed it with three ethnics, viz. (1) 
represented by Taba (v. 23), 0 ^ 303 , ■'D'faa, nopn, D'ani, 
and a^im (cp. on Zech. xi. 13)—a number of ‘ bad shots ’; 
(2) tap, represented by ; (3) represented by 

Detain (cp. b oun, Jon. ii. 6, and mttP, 1 Chr. iv. 17) and 
□TIN (nwor). The information of the writer was exhausted ; 
he winds up with a catalogue of ‘all the populations of 
Jerahmeel’ (v. 9) or ‘of Asshur’ (v. 25) referred to in the 
poem. So the connection is restored. 

xxvii. 25. See on v. 9. V. 25 a {-v. 9 b) concludes 
the first strophe of the kinah, v. 25 b begins the second 
(so Kr.). 

xxvii. 28. Cornill asks, ‘Then is it only the pilots 
(D^ 3 n) who cry out, and not also the other drowning men ? ’ 
Also, with regard to mama, ‘ Certainly one can say, “ All 
countries tremble,” but not, “ All suburbs tremble.” ’ But he 
has no very plausible suggestion to offer. Analogy, however, 
suggests that represents SwarTT. mama can only be 
explained as a ‘conflate’ word, ion comes from a ditto- 
graphed nm 1 , an from a fragment of a dittographed VlV (cp. 
ao, Jer. xxxix. 3). lUtor should probably be ruar> (v. 35, 
xxxii. 10). Read, therefore, D^NonT* I Visor fnpjn Vipa. 

xxvii. 29, par. to xxvi. 16 (see corrected text). nvaN 
should be n'OB'iN (as Isa. ii. 16). ttVDO ■>©Qn has grown out 
of two fragments of DTiais (cp. on Jer. xlvi. 9). OT&a (cp. 
on v. 9), ovr -bin, and possibly 'nos 1 , represent o^nbitp, 
a gloss on 'e»\ For the manipulating editor is 

responsible. Read, therefore, simply—Sa I arpn'iaaiNa 
D^HSOBT. 

xxvii. 32. The two troublesome words arraa (which is 
metrically superfluous) and nata both represent ^NanT ; the 
former ^MBTIT was probably a marginal correction.— V. 32 b 
was no doubt originally a perfect pentameter, but at present 
the word that should close part I is wanting, having been 
displaced by HBT3, which, equally with avr, represents 
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f?NDm\ Read ^nditv’ lira | * 21*02 'D, ‘ Who was like 
Missur * | in the midst of Jerahmeel ? ’ 

xxvii. 35. For D^urr' , aar read aTO SnsoBF (see on 

v. 8). Cp. on Isa. xxiii. 2. 

Chap, xxviii. Here, as elsewhere in chaps, xxvi.-xxxii., 
the reference originally was to Missur (see E. Bib., * Paradise,’ 

§ 3). The chapter is a symbolic account of the wickedness 
and the punishment of the prince or ( v . 12) king of Missur, with 
which Isa. xiv. 12 ff. (see notes) is closely parallel, except that 
there it is only the tyrannical power of Jerahmeel, son of 
Ashhur, which is poetically described. In the present case 
the wisdom of the prince of Missur is as much emphasised (see 

w. 3, 5, 7, 12) as his riches. Now Tyre was famous for its 
riches rather than for its wisdom, whereas the N. Arabians 
were famous for both riches and wisdom. The formidable 
strangers ( v . 7), who are the instruments of the ruin of this 
wise and wealthy prince may be the Nabataeans. See E. 
Bib., ‘ Cherub,’ § 2 ; ‘ Paradise,’ § 3, and in addition to what 
is there said note here that the king of Missur is clearly 
represented as a kind of fallen angel (so also Cornill). The 
fallen angels are said in Enoch vi. 6 to have descended on 
the summit of Mount Hermon. More than probably the 
original writer, whose work is recast, meant Mount Jerahmeel. 
Of the eighteen names of angels there given, six are certainly 
corrupt forms of Jerahmeel. Cp. note on ‘ Influence of chaps, 
xxxviii. /.’ 

xxviii. 2. D’C)' 2^>2; see on v. 8. So xxvii. 4> 26, 

27. In xxvii. 4, however, there is an error in the text. 
Here, too, there must be an error. Even Tyre could not be 
said to be * in the heart of the ocean.’ Most probably the 
editor evolved C'C 3^3 (to suit his theory that Tyre was 
referred to) out of ^nom 1 , which stood in the margin as a 
correction of (v. 3). Cp. the clan-name 2^2 (from VlT ; 
cp. on I Chr. ii. 9). 

xxviii. 3. Stmo Kt.; Vina Kr. See on xiv. 14. 
Read ^jprrpo.—D’inp- £ 73. © <ro(f>oL Cornill, most in¬ 
geniously, Kr. keeps 'd'Sd, and thinks the error 

is in the following verb. The error, in such cases as this, 
lies in the whole phrase. Cornill is mistaken in assuming 
that the writer uses a verb dds with the same sense as in 
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xxxi. 8, viz. ‘ to equal.* The key to TiDttt is supplied by 
@*s ovk iiralSevadv <re, where iwcuS* = ‘7'iDDI? (2 Chr. x. 11 , 
Schleusner). Certainly Tidd* is wrong, but almost as cer¬ 
tainly it represents which is || to 'rrr (^ntt). DinD 

probably = DT)D[irr]. Read 'dot ‘than all the 

magicians of Ishmael * (d and d confounded). 

xxviii. 8a. Cp. Isa. xiv. 15 ; also Ezek. xxxii. 18.— Sb. 
Note here first l*?a. We should have expected nSa 
Sin#. Smend explains (and so also in v . 2) ‘where thou 
thinkest thyself so secure.* But this gives no parallel to 
nn#S, and is also not a just exposition of the Hebrew (see 
on v. 2). SSn 'TODD is explained ‘ as those who die by a 
sword-thrust often enough remain unburied * (Kr.). Accord¬ 
ing to Gunkel, however ( Schopf , p. 33, note 3), bbri means, 
not ‘pierced,* but ‘dishonoured,* with a suggestion of the 
outrages to which the unburied corpses of foes were liable. 
This sense is specially commended here by the expression 
T^bno (see on v. 9). And yet it must be wrong, nrr^n 
(xxxi. 17, and often) cannot mean ‘ profaned by the sword.’ 
The remedy is suggested by v. 10. bbr\> like b^ f is a 
corruption of a shortened form of '?NDm\ Thus we get 
'rrT twice over; the second was originally a correction of a 
scribe’s error. The ktnah in w . 12-19 ls metrical (see Kr.). 

xxviii. 9 f Hitz., and most recent critics, (cp. 

Isa. li. 9, Job xxvi. 13). But the phrase in w . 7 and 16 
points to the reading of MT.— U'b'W THD. One might be 
tempted, both here and in Isa. xxxiiii. 7 (dWin), to find a 
reference to the Ass. Arald , (1) the mountain of the gods; 
(2) the region of the dead (Del., Ass. HWB 134 a); cp. 
Hatevy, Rev. Crit ., 1883, p. 162. We have seen, however 
(see eg. E. Bib ., ‘ Moses,’ § 2 ; ‘ Shechem,’ § 2), that biz is 
very apt to be miswritten for ^nditp, and this is certainly 
the case here, as also in xxxi. 18, xxxii. 19, 21, 24, 25, 28. 
Read D^NDnT Til dd, ‘ the violent death of the Jerahmeelites.’ 
See on xxxii. 18 ff. 

xxviii. 12. Corn., Siegfr., Berth., Kr., Toy omit n^d 
HDD n as a gloss. Toy also pronounces mnn Dmn ‘ un¬ 
intelligible in M and the versions *; Haupt and Kr., how¬ 
ever, regard msn as a loan-word == Ass. taknitu ,, ‘careful 
preparation, model.* The former produces the phrase (cnn 
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'o), ‘ model signet-ring ’; the latter, reading 'n 0311, renders 
‘ a sage of utmost perfection.’ There are, however, parallels 
enough for a different view which seems to do more complete 
justice to the phenomena than either Haupt’s or Kraetz- 
schmar’s. Both ooin and rvzon ("3 = o) represent no3rr. The 
scribe omitted to write tbo; he also erroneously repeated 
nosn. He then corrected the former error by writing the 
phrase no3n correctly. 

xxviii. X 3. For DVrSn-p (so xxxi. 8) psi read perhaps 
^NOnT-pjrpl (cp. E. Bib., * Paradise,’ § 6). The list of precious 
stones is an interpolation ; see on Ex. xxviii. 17 ff .—DTI 
INIin. Two fragments of f?Norrr. The second part of the 
klnah-verse is ^NOJTP TajW. The word underlying 13313 
belongs to v. 14. 

xxviii. 14a. See E. Bib., ‘ Paradise,’ § 4. 13313 repre¬ 

sents irotuo; 3TO on comes from ■ | 03T , 3; n©oo from o©13. 
Read 7 ©o D©13 '3T3, and cp. on Isa. xiv. 13. 

xxviii. 145. ■p'lDH (from a) has to be shifted. Read 
(as the second half of the kinah-verse) Tftjp? nrpini.—103 
DVT^n ©ip can hardly be right. ©3p in elsewhere means 
Mount Zion (Corn.). True, but ©ip is sometimes miswritten 
for ©13, and (see on v. 13) for ^NDin 1 . The whole 

kinah-verse should run ©h ^ 33 n 103D0 I ol^non 'nv ©13103. 
gives iyevqOrfi (rv ,, n) twice over. 

xxviii. 1S f. 1N130 DVD 70TT1, three representations 
of (‘ 0 Jerahmeel ’), an interpolation (metre). From 

3113 to ©N is an (incomplete) interpolation from v. 14. lino 
confirms the view that 1103 represents 10300. 

xxviii. 20-26. Another oracle against 1130 (so read); 
surely a late addition ! 

CHAP. xxix. 1 /. PiPu, king of Misrim, is likened to a 
‘ great dragon ’ lying in the midst of its streams (those men¬ 
tioned in Gen. ii. 10-14 ; see E. Bib., ‘ Paradise,’ § 5). Not 
the crocodile as Kr. asserts against Gunkel. Read don'’, 
DTP»J> (©, Gunkel); so v. 9. 

xxix. 10, xxx. 6. 0319 *30300. Read probably bNonTD 
D3i©, ‘ from Jerahmeel of’ Shunem ’; ‘ Migdal-shechem,’ i.e. 
‘Jerahmeel of Cusham’ is parallel. See E. Bib., ‘ Shechem, 
Tower of,’ and * Shunem.’ 

xxix. 14. Dima comes from ogi£, 001130 from PNorTP 
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(see £. Bid., ‘ Pathros ’). Cp. on Gen. xlix. 5. We are thus 
liberated from the necessity of speculating as to how Ezekiel 
came to represent pa-to-res as the mother-country of the 
Egyptians. 

Chap. xxx. 4, 5. Read emsa, runs, liby (rfa ?), ns 
(Pesh., Aq., Sym., cp. xxvii. 21), mrri, ninrn. These correc¬ 
tions (cp. on Nah. iii. 9) represent the original readings; 
partly through corruption, partly through deliberate manipu¬ 
lation, chap. xxx. has become (like its neighbours) a prophecy 
on Egypt, m3 has been thought to be miswritten for yb 
(<g At/Sue?, Smend, Corn., etc.) or -S? (Toy), but, having the 
key, wc can hardly doubt that it is mm, i.e. the scribe began 
td write rram or VTOm too soon. Siegfr., Toy, etc., have 
already suggested •'iron (for mirr) ; they have not, however, 
discovered the true form and origin of ‘ Cherethite,’ nor have 
they accounted for the pN which, in MT., precedes TYTOn. 
Considering that pN sometimes represents Yip, it is possible 
that 'am 'n pi comes from Viy ixa pa. 

xxx. 9. Ill-tidings are sent to Cush—not from Yahwe, 
but from some place. For DPa PD*?P read perhaps ^npdd 
YiSD, ‘ from Peniel of Missur.’ Comill omits PJB 3 as an inter¬ 
polation suggested by YPnn^. But rrPl = TOP (see E. Bib., 
‘ Betah ’), and both come from mam. The messengers are 
sent to Cush-rehoboth. Cp. on Judg. viii. 11. 

xxx. 13. D' ,£ ?'i £ P YTTlNm and ■'TOBm are doublets. 

Smend observes that is not one of Ezekiel’s words, 

but retains it. Note, however, that both and /£ P are 
probably popular distortions of D^Nom 1 (cp. on viii. 1 o); 
the idols were symbols of the god Jerahmeel. rp represents 
mnD3 (see on Isa. xix. 13), a place in the Negeb. For n’OT 
read ntoOP, ‘images carried in procession,’ Isa. xlvi. 1. For 
riNY 1 tuiyi *ru> rrrr' t*b read perhaps main *ro rrnn t&t 
rm, ‘ and there shall no more be wicked fornication ’ (cp. 
xvi. 26). The last clause in MT. is omitted in (as super¬ 
fluous ?), but critics have to account for its existence, and, it 
may be, to correct it, before deciding whether to omit it. 

xxx. 14-16. Read ntm, Yitto, per (= Snotty), oyi» 
(see on xxix. 10), mnaa. It is singular that the third of 
these should be mentioned thrice, twice as No, and once as 
Hamon-No. Cp. on Jer. xlvi. 25, Nah. iii. 8. 
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xxx. 17 f p r w should be pN (see E . Bid., * On J ); nDl-'O 
probably comes from ^iWDar-rra (cp. d'D’’ = btfsoar). omann 
springs from ^ndttptpi (see on Jer. ii. 16). 

Chap. xxxi. 3. The king of Misrim likened to a cedar. 
4 Since the similitude relates to Pharaoh, and not to Assyria,. 
IWN must be due to textual corruption * (Kr.). But there 
is abundant evidence to show that or Tni&N is the 

ancient name of a district in N. Arabia, near Missur and 
Jerahmeel, and that these three names are sometimes at least 
used as equivalents. The view of the versions may therefore 
be correct, i.e. that Asshur is compared to a fair cedar. This 
is confirmed by the occurrence (in v. 3) of the words Bnn 
which apparently mean ‘a shady thicket,’ but which 
Corn., Toy, Kr. omit (following ® B ). The words are in fact 
superfluous, but how are we to account for them ? In this 
way. &nn (cp. on 1 S. xxiii. 15) comes from -nntDH (cp. 
E . Bib., ‘ Shihor’), and (cp. on xvi. 17) from 

The two words are properly a marginal note on iltDN, to 
the effect that Ashhur = Ishmael (Ishmael and Jerahmeel 
are synonyms).—p3lS, if correct (see on Isa. ii. 13), is pre¬ 
sumably the pm? in the Negeb.—8 f See on xxviii. 13.— 
10. See on v. 14.—11. For opa read ^Norrr; cp. on 
xxxii. 21. MT.’s phrase is presupposed by © (ap^ovro? 
idv&v), but is surely wrong. Nothing in the context suggests 
a 1 ram of the nations/ Isa. xiv. 9 and Zech. x. 3 are 
therefore not parallel. As in so many similar cases the two 
parts of 'nr were transposed. 

xxxi. 14. DHim VTD2T Toy remarks, ‘ These 

words (found in @) appear to be a gloss/ His criticism on 
Cornill seems just; * even when the suspicious is omitted, 
'nos' still seems out of place/ Equally sound is his remark 
on 10; * the ^llb mars the well-maintained allegory/ He 
would therefore omit the whole expression inim f b b as a 
gloss. But why these glosses ? The truth seems to be that 
one word (no more) in both the supposed glosses is genuine, 
viz. mill, Dm 31 . The preceding words, mif? D 77 and 
D»rf?N WOST are corruptions of and D^WDITr (ditto- 

graphed) respectively. In v. 10 'rrp was a marginal correc¬ 
tion of ?n ; in v. 14 the plur. 'nr is a gloss on ^1, 
which occurs in the true text near the end of the verse. 
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(The awkwardness of the double use of for the great 

king of Melubba and for the king of Musri was unavoidable.) 
A parallel gloss underlies the singular and very improbable 
phrase (vv. 14, 16) which comes from D^N2nadP“fe. 

The words to be explained by the gloss are D^D ^ b'D (where 
as in 2 S. xii. 27, represents Snoty) and yvrxrbX '— 
EH** 'ai should of course be '31 (= Ishmaelites = 

Jerahmeelites). 

xxxi. 17 f For and trVtt? (see on xxviii. 10) read 
D^NDIlT. Both corruptions frequently occur. For ® 
has 7^5 $o>??9 avr&v anrwkovTo, ie. 'HIM DiTTf, which the 
editor made up on the basis of a corruptly written D^NDflT. 

Chap, xxxii. 1-16. Pir*u is once more likened to a 
dragon. The kinah begins with a monostich containing the 
theme, arpT? T# bmrrv, ‘ O Jerahmeel! how art thou un¬ 
done ! 9 A similar address in v. 6. Cp. xxviii. 3, where the 
prince of Missur is called ironically, 4 wiser than Jerahmeel.* 
Both YDS and DY} are corrupt fragments of VfY. Gunkel*s 
attempt (Schopf 72) to improve MT. is hardly satisfactory. 
—In v . 6 read TfD^p np-is pi* yrptprn. See above. 

xxxii. 17-32. Pir’u’s descent to Sheol. In v. 21 ® 
gives the better text, taking in v. 1 9— 

yq -wro I tr^Horrr 4 ^"VQY 
i maan I rrp ; ijdm 'bd 

Omia = D^«nnr (cp. on xxxi. 11); it is a clever 

editorial coinage, lino may be a corruption of 'rOYD ; @> 
iv /3adei ftoOpov yLvov, where 7 Lvov (irn) is an editorial in¬ 
sertion. YY$ possibly comes from fp’nw—all that remained 
of Snotty. nn 'bbn has grown out of ^onr 1 (ditto- 
graphed).—In v. 22 begins a specification and description 
of other peoples which have descended before the Misrim 
into Sheol. These are—Asshur ( = Ashhur), Elam ( = Jerah¬ 
meel), Meshech ( = Cusham), Tubal, Edom, Zaphon. See 
£. Bib. y * Meshech/ 4 Tubal/ 4 Zaphon.* The 4 Zidonians * are 
not to be added ( v . 30). The combination of two ethnic 
names in v. 26a was dictated by usage. For ''JYS @ read 
some word which could be rendered arparrjyol [Aaaovp]. 
One MS. de R. (primo) reads •'Yid. Either this, or 'an (which 
is probably the true reading in Judg. for 'no), should be 
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restored. All these six peoples, together with the Misrim, 
may be regarded as sections of the Jerahmeelite race. 

xxxii. 27. D^BS. The Nephilim are meant. 

But Cornill, who first saw this, did not notice that = 

D^NOnT. It is a question, however, whether Ezekiel wrote 
D^B3 (Nephilim). The word is more probably a (correct) 
gloss, limiting and defining D^NDm'. See E. Bib., ‘ Nephilim.’ 
Dm3is should of course be Dni22 (Cornill). 

Chap. xxxv. 10 . ‘ Two nations,’ etc. See on xxxvii. 22. 
Chap, xxxvii. 22. By ‘Joseph’ (cp. on Am. vi. 6) is 
meant specially Israel in the Negeb. Here, too, there was 
an Ephraim. 

CHAP, xxxviii. Another prophecy of a Jerahmeelite 
invasion. The older prophecies obscurely referred to in 

v. 17, xxxix. 8 are especially those of Jeremiah (see eg. Jer. 

vi. 22 f.). The leader of the invasion is called :ra, ‘Gog.’ 

Who can this be? It is a first step towards a complete 
answer to identify na with ijn (Agag) or ( c Og). That 
Agag (Nu. xxiv. 7) is called 7(07 in <5F UAL and Sam., and that 
‘Og (Dt. iii. I, 13, iv. 27) becomes 70)7 in iii. 1, 13 is 
pointed out in E. Bib. Agag is traditionally a king of the 
Amalekites (= Jerahmeelites), and 'Og a king of Cushan 
(miswritten ‘ Bashan ’). But we must go farther. It is 
obvious that ‘ Og,’ ‘ Agag,’ and ‘ Gog ’ are much-worn names. 
Are we helped by the occurrence of naan in Ezek. xxxviii. 2 
and of aaao in xxxix. 6 (where, however, ©" reads ycoy) ? 
We are, if we supplement these passages by xxxix. 11,15,16. 
In v. 11 the very strange words DOrDlpo have baffled the 
commentators. From the point of view, however, established 
by a wide induction, mpn must = ^NDnT (cp. on Gen. xii. 6, 
Isa. xxviii. 8), and d » must = (as, e.g. Isa. Iii. 11). 

These two ethnics are very early glosses on ma, and suggest, 
by the way, the true origin of the late Jewish antichrist, 
Armilos 1 (= Jerahmeel). At the end of v. 11 we find -nsi 
TO'iDrrba and (so also v. 15) aaa pon tra Here pon is 
certainly wrong. The name ‘ Valley of Gog’s multitude ’ is 
inconceivable, and not less impossible is the name of a city 
in v. 16, ‘ Multitude (?)’ or, altering a point, ‘ His multitude.’ 

1 Similarly Sammael, the name of a spirit hardly distinguishable 
from Satan, may come from ‘ Ishmael.’ 
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which is probably the original reading. VSiN-^D-[nh»]l is 
superfluous. 

xxxviii. 13. as usual represents -^31 

mm, ‘ and all its young lions! ’ Cornill, rrawb ; Toy, 

; Kr., cnsD, ‘ Cyprians (?).’ Rather D^onr or 

D-rom.—20. niirtao should be ni^apn (so already Gratz). 

CHAP, xxxix. 2. pBX, of course, is not ‘the north’ but 
a district. — 6. nttlb 0 "Nil -oar'll 11193. rriaiS is odd. 
There were surely not many of the men left behind. D'wr 
is also unexpected ; few words are so untrustworthy as d^n ! 
■a»\ too, frequently represents a well-known N. Arabian 
ethnic. Read [mm ^Norrp] ^Naourai piioi.— 9. dto 
noill "P ^pj? 3 l should be D'^Dm 1 ■’XlTll. The bow of 
Jerahmeel was proverbial (Hos. ii. 20). 

xxxix. 11. Note Pasek after ill*?. On 'a 'o, see above, 
should obviously be fjNSDW'l. Even if we keep the 
text of the following words, Sara surely will ndt do (cp. 
xlvii. 18). The possible confusion of ‘ Israel ’ and ‘ Ishmael ’ 
must always be borne in mind.—For DTI noTp o 

read [Snottp] DOl»n 1, ‘ the valley of the Arabians,’ with a 
gloss ‘Jerahmeel.’ Migran’s destined burial-place was in 
the valley miscalled the ‘ Valley of Salt ’ (rrSon is a corruption 
of mp is constantly miswritten for Dpi = 'nr (cp. 

E. Bib., ‘ Rekem ’; ‘ Paradise,’ § 6). Then follows a further 
gloss absurdly miswritten in MT. (see AV’s rendering!). 
Read certainly o^lisn-*?* »m nipbl, ‘and ( = in fact) it 
adjoins Arabia ’ (cp. xxiv. 2). The name ‘ Valley of Jerah¬ 
meel ’ will now acquire a new shade of meaning. It will 
mean, not ‘ valley where the Jerahmeelites dwell,’ but ‘ valley 
where they are buried.’ Read simply pno nm ( = VlT no) ; 
see above. 

xxxix. 14. Read of course d-O^-iin.— 16. The initial 
n in rmon represents i, the final n. Read pom v >$ ob oil, 
‘ there, too, is the city of Jerahmeel,’ the closing part of the 
marginal gloss which has intruded into v. 11 (see above). 
Cp. on xlviii. 35. 

Influence of Chaps, xxxviii./ It is not at all im¬ 
probable that the famous ap/tayeSav of Rev. xvi. 16 was 
suggested by a reading JlllD pN in Ezek. xxxviii. 2 ; cp. 
(S’s ficuyeSSow for pi id in Isa. x. 28 and perhaps 1 S. xiv. 2. 
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Just as the fallen angels came to earth on Mount Jerahmeel 
(‘Hermon’ in Enoch vi. 6—see on chap, xxviii.), so on Arma¬ 
geddon, ue. the mountains of Jerahmeel, the ‘ unclean spirits' 
gather together to contend with the Almighty in Rev. xvi. 16. 
The authority from whom the Enochian writer drew, knew 
that the Nephilim of Gen. vi. 4 were Jerahmeelites (cp. on 
Ezek. xxxii. 27); the authority from whom the Johannine 
writer drew, knew that the mustering of the opponents of 
Israel’s God was to take place on the Jerahmeelite mountains. 
The explanation given in E . Bib., col. 1748 note 4, is on 
the right track (cp. col. 3881, note 1), though it has not 
reached the goal. 

Chap. xl. 1, 2. Corn., Toy, Berth., Kr. omit rrotD and 
M^irr, which were not in (g’s text. But they do not 
explain how these words came in. The truth is that, as in 
xlviii. 35, notD represents i,e. in the present case 

SnsdOT'. This was originally a correction of b^W\ It was, 
in fact, on ‘ one of the mountains’ of Jerahmeel that Ezekiel 
in his vision stood. The prophet recognises the Negeb as 
the holiest part of the land, and plans the erection of a new 
temple and a new holy city. Cp. on xlvii. 13, Isa. xlvi. 1 f 
Ezekiel’s permanent residence, then, cannot have been in the 
Negeb (cp. on i. 1). 

Chap, xliii. 26 f Omit 'tt&D'i, and also nN "fern 
D'DTr. The former phrase can be used only of priests, the 
latter is here superfluous. Both phrases represent editorial 
efforts to make sense of a corruptly written D^NDITP. The 
‘Jerahmeelites’ spoken of were of course members of the 
Israelite community, and not in a religious sense Jerah¬ 
meelites (see next note). 

Chap. xliv. 7^. itol 'h r Vf\ 'lb 'h'lx Most im¬ 

probable. The mistake closely resembles that in Jer. ix. 25. 
Read En(fcjr| D’fyspnr; (see Amer. J. of TheoL v. 437 

[July 1901]). Cp. on Zeph. i. 8 f , and note the Jerah¬ 
meelite cultus described in Ezek. viii. Similarly in v . 9. 

Chap, xlvii. 8. Read, for rmonpn, n^NDm^n, or at 
any rate rra'lDp'in (DpD = DHT). Then continue TQr*y% ffn 
(cp. on Dt. i. 1). In b read indtH ^worrm djttSn 
D^Dnn D'orr. The original name of the Dead Sea was 
‘Sea of Jerahmeel’ (see E . Bib., ‘Mediterranean’). After- 
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wards ^NDrrv became (i) rfoo, (2) 'yyertp .-—In v. 18 Ezek. 
is made to use the second of the later forms. Here, how¬ 
ever, underlying a corruption, we can detect the earlier form. 
Cp. on Joel ii. 20, Zech. xiv. 8. 

xlvii. 1 o. Read f?NDnT pjrTO BHR p*D, * f rom En- 
kadesh to En-jerahmeel. See E . Bib. } i Kadesh/ i., § 3, end. 
Not only the healing of the Dead Sea but the restoration of 
the paradisal fertility of the central district of Jerahmeel was 
at Ezekiel’s heart. See E. Bib. y ‘Paradise/ §§ 6, 9.—All 
the middle part of v. 10 is omitted by Cornill as not original. 
But neither he nor any other critic has accounted for its 
existence. From our point of view, however, the problem 
is solved with certainty. Read S«orrT psp ^NDnT ntDDD, 

* from Succoth-jerahmeel, from En-jerahmeel,’ Both 
(cp. on xxvi. 5) and b TTP represent 

xlvii. 13. Here begins the sketch of the boundaries of 
the new Holy Land. But where is that Holy Land ? The 
boundaries are these laid down in Nu. xxxiv. Here, how¬ 
ever, underlying the present text, we find the assignment, 
not of the land of Canaan, but of that of Kenaz, i.e. the 
Negeb, to the tribes of Israel. Was Ezekiel’s idea that 
Canaan had been too much defiled to be the centre of 
Yahw&’s kingdom in the future? or had the original text 
underlying Nu. xxxiv. already been transformed, and did 
Ezekiel blindly take it over ? The latter supposition seems 
rather improbable. If Paradise were restored, why should 
not the Israelites (that is, all who could) dwell in its neighbour¬ 
hood ? Perhaps two writers have been concerned in the text. 
See on Nu. xxxiv., and cp. E. Bib ., * Hethlon/ ‘Riblah/ 

* Shepham,’ ‘ Sibraim/ * Tamar,’ 4 Zedad,’ 4 Ziphron.’— V. 1 3 b. 

D^rT P)pV\ 1 a gloss pointing out that, Levi being omitted, 
the number twelve is gained by counting Joseph as two ’ 
(Toy). This involves pointing D^nn. But © did not so 
understand the words (tt poo-Oeacs <r'xpLvL<rfiaTo < 4 lot/ 
is also strange (Cornill). Read perhaps ^DnT nsm, i.e. the 
land to be divided is Zarephath or Jerahmeel. is 

miswritten for Vtt in Ps. xvi. 6. 

xlvii. 16. The right names are probably Maacath, 
Rehoboth, Zarephath, Cusham, Ashhur-maacath (a correction 
of the preceding Hamath?), IJaran. To read 1 Hagar-enon ’ 
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(or -enan), with Smcnd, Corn., Toy, Kr., for ‘ H.-hattikon ’ 
is harmless but unnecessary. ‘ Hazar-enon ’ probably comes 
from * Hazar-,’ or perhaps ‘ Ashhur-jerahmeel,’ and ‘ Hazar- 
hattikon ’ from * Hazar-,’ or perhaps ‘ Ashhur-maacath.’ Cp. 
tikdn with * Joktan.’ 

Chap, xlviii. i. Cornill, Toy, Kr. change the first T 
into D'JTJD (cp. xlvii. 15). But the first step is to correct 
Nu. xxxiv. 8 f (see note); then we can proceed to correct 
Ezek. xlviii. 1 thus—non-NiaS jriNnn ^NDnT-*rs rmbs mtpo. 
—35. It is usual to translate DVD ‘from this time forth,’ 
comparing Isa. xliii. 13 (DVD), xlviii. 7 (oV'OD b). But both 
these passages are probably corrupt (see SBOT, ‘ Isaiah ’), 
and DV is frequently a corruption of some longer word, 
now mrr, too, is improbable. Offi is often a mere fragment 
of Probably we should read mrr [D'itSh] Tsn DBr 

JOBT, ‘ and the name of the city shall be [elohim] Yahwfe 
hears,’ It is a play on the name of the capital of the 
Negeb, which should be Ishmael (cp. on xlvii. 13, and on 
xxxix. 16), but which Ezekiel converts into Elohim-yishma', 
or Yahw£-yishma'. Cp. on Yahwfe-yir’eh, Gen. xxii. 14; 
Yahwfe-shalom, Judg. vi. 24. Does not all this strange 
description in chaps. xl.-xlviii. throw some light on that 
enigmatical passage, Isa. Ixvi. 1, 2 (see note) ? Cp. on xl. 1,2. 
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Chap. I. 3-5. — The latest writer (Riedel, Alttest. Untersuck., 
1902, pp. 10 ff.) confesses that the name ‘Gomer’ is un¬ 
intelligible ; ‘ bath diblaim,’ however, can suitably be ex¬ 
plained as ‘ daughter of cakes,’ i.e. one addicted to offering 
cakes to the Baals. Surely this is altogether unnatural. 
* Gomer ’ (like Gomer in Gen. x. 2 ; cp. Hamor in Gen. 
xxxiv.) and Diblaim ( = Riblaim, cp. Diblathaim = Ribla- 
thaim) must, if the proper methods be applied, reveal 
themselves as old corruptions of ‘ Jerahmeel,’ which had 
acquired an independent existence. Hosea’s wife then 
was a Jerahmeelite. See on iii. 2. He himself, as the 
evidence tends to show, was an Israelite residing in the 
Jerahmeelite Negeb (see E. Bib., ‘ Prophet,’ § 36). This 
N. Arabian matrimonial connection was a symbol of the 
fact that Israel had addicted itself to the impure religion 
of the Jerahmeelites (cp. on Jer. ii. 18). There is an 
allusion to the name ‘Jerahmeel’ in Lo-ruhamah and 
Lo-ammi[el] in w. 6, 9; for Lo-ruhamah cp. Isa. xxix. 2 b 
(Lo-jerahmeel; see note). It was the southern Jezreel after 
which the elder son of Hosea was named. Jehu’s bloody 
deed at Jezreel (cp. 2 K. x. 11) was to be avenged in 
Maacath-yizreel (read ^wnp-rosa; cp. on pas, Ps. lx. 8). 
See E. Bib., col. 3861, note 4. There the ‘bow of Israel’ 
was to be broken, i.e. the Israelites were to sustain a 
crushing defeat by the N. Arabians. 

i. 7. nan^om mrm. Can really mean ‘all the 
other unnamed weapons’? Read SnoriT nriXl. See on 
ii. 20, Ps. lxxvi. 4. The ‘ Jerahmeel-sword ’ and the 
‘ Jerahmeel-bow’ were the most destructive (cp. on Jer. vi. 
25, xii. 12, Ezek. xxxix. 9). 
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CHAP. ii. 1-3 [i. 10-ii. 1]. In Jezreel itself cause shall 
be given for calling 4 Lo-ammi' 4 Ammi/ and * Lo-ruhamah ’ 
1 Ruhamah,’ and the people of Israel shall be called 4 B’ne 
Jerahmeel’ (read, not ■'H bn *01, but f?NonT '31, cp. on 
Gen. iii. 206). Indeed, the B’ne Jerahmeel of the older 
stock (for rmrr m read m— for the correction 

see on 1 S. xxx. 9 ff. % 26—and the B’ne Israel shall, under 
a common head, enter Canaan on a second and greater day 
of Jezreel). d'lpDl (so much disputed over) comes from 
^NDrrrtt; Jezreel was in the Jerahmeelite Negeb. For the 
correction see on Gen. xii. 6, Isa. xxviii. 8, Ezek. xxxviii. 

ii. 17, 20. V. 17a describes a territory to be given to 

restored Israel. Read [f?NSdtr»] 

mnoA. For 4 Achor,’ see on Josh. xv. 7, and on 
* Tekoa 1 E . Bib. % 4 Tekoa.’—Read ^NDrrT mm The bow 
and sword of Jerahmeel were proverbial (see on i. 7).—dd 
and ddd often represent 'dd^ (here a gloss on 4 Jerahmeel ’); 
see Isa. Iii. 11, Ezek. xxxix. 11. 

CHAP. iii. 1. d'HPm dYJ^N“f?N. A great want of 
definiteness. Read ; see on Jer. i. 16, 

vii. 6.—d*Q 3 $ ''d'dN, 4 pressed grape-cakes ? ’ It is plausible 
to compare Jer. vii. 18 (xliv. 17), where the ‘cakes’ for the 
4 queen of heaven (?),’ and the libations offered to the dVr^N 
d'nnw are mentioned together. At the same time the word 
irr» more properly refers to the mutual connection between 
gods and their worshippers. The existence, moreover, of the 
word Hd^dN, 4 fruit-cake,’ has in the other places where it 
occurs (see, e.g. y on 2 S. vi. 19, Isa. xvi. 7) been questioned, 
and even were ^dM possible, d^ms, 4 grapes,’ would be 
superfluous. Gratz suggests d'ddrn d'ndN. Better, perhaps, 
jCUpl rnntfo. jaw is a title of Baal; cp. Isa. xvii. 10. 
But parallelism favours d^ms nhtpy, 4 Ashtor of Arabia ’ (see 
on Dt. iii. 17). Cp. Judg. ii. 13, ‘They forsook Yahwfe, and 
served Baal and the Ashtaroth.’ 

iii. 2. d’nstp yrt? d'Hbte norn. These words, so difficult 

to make sense of here, appear to be corruptions of the name 
and description of Hosea’s wife, i.e. of [na] ion, 

4 Hamdr (?), a woman of Missur-jerahmeel.’ d'nsd may 
come from "mo, *]T\b (cp. ID b) from f?Nom\ © has 7 ofiop 
tcpiO&p tea i vefieX oivovy =p bin d^Sd ion, which, equally 
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with MT.’s text, may represent fmcnv-TOD [TO] non 
(pblD=p^n). A measure called fnb is surely non¬ 
existent in the O.T. 

iii. 4. □''Dim YlQN pO. (3 ovSe t€paT€La<; ovSe S? jXav. 
Perhaps Uparela 9 may be best viewed as a corruption of 
laTp€ia<; t i.e. nehd (2 Chr. xxi. 18), which in turn may be a 
corruption of T)DN, facilitated by the d in □'■jnn. SqXcov 
represents D^an (as Dt. xxxiii. 8), which Gratz adopts. 

CHAP. iv. 12. That rhabdomancy should be referred 
to so prominently, seems unlikely. is surely from 

fmoirr (cp. on T bpo, Ezek. xxxix. 9); both Hosea and 
Amos vehemently denounce the practice of frequenting 
Jerahmeelite sanctuaries. This makes another correction 
probable, which otherwise would be only possible,— 
for Originally, elsewhere, 2X1 and sas do appear 

to be corrupt fragments of 'd&T. Probably, too, the mutila¬ 
tion of 'dBT was facilitated by the fact that the next group 
of letters is ‘ Ishmael 9 and 4 Jerahmeel * may be 

either the deified patriarchs so called, or substituted for the 
true name of the god of the Ishmaelites or Jerahmeelites 
(Yarham ?). 

iv. 14^, 15. Df). The preceding D2? {bis) 

suggests Din. The proper name pr is probably a cor¬ 
ruption of Vnoitp, and as if to confirm our application of 
this parallel the text prefixes vh (= Read probably 

(cp. bnn). There is no theoretic necessity to 
obelise the words referring to Judah (see on v. 10/.), 
though the text may nevertheless be wrong. The place- 
names appear to be generally misunderstood. is an 

early corruption of izhy or of The least radical 

correction that is possible for pNrrva is to read rvS. But 
the textual phenomena of Am. i. 5 suggest that is really 
a corruption of pv, which is certainly the name of a 
Jerahmeelite district. The intermediate form pm occurs 
in the personal name rp3~m, and the place-name pN 
(Ezra ii. 59). ‘Jerahmeer may be the place which turns 
out to be rightly called 4 Cusham-jerahmeer (cp. on 
Gen. xxxiv. — For mrp“Tr read DnT'Tt (see on Zeph. i. 5, 
Am. viii. 14). Cp. Paul Ruben, ad loc . (for a different view). 

Chap. v. i. bmttn rvi being a phrase for 4 Israelites/ 
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we are bound to infer that D^rrsn and also repre¬ 
sent names of peoples, and q^an are so often cor¬ 

ruptions of Worm (see E . Bib., ‘ Hammelech ’) that we can 
hardly hesitate to read ^oriT JT1, which indeed suits the 
context admirably. d^non should probably be D'CPprr, 
‘ye Kenites/ Is WittP nn correct? m is 

certainly more probable. The divine punishment belongs, 
first of all, to those who ensnared Israel, t\e. to the 
Ishmaelites or Jerahmeelites of the Negeb. ‘ Ye have been 
a snare at Mizpah/ The place meant is probably that 
called in Judg. xi. 29, ‘ Mizpeh of Gilead* (there was a 
southern Gilead in the Negeb), and elsewhere called 
Sarephath and possibly Misrephath (see E . Bzb,> * Misrephoth 
maim *). Hosea continues, ‘ and a net spread on Tabor/ 
No southern ‘ Tabor * (YQn) is known. Probably we should 
read nilirri (see on Ps. lxxxix. 13^). ‘ Rehoboth * was a spot 

hallowed by the patriarchal story. 

v. 2. Read vfyfp ipip ^i I iprpvn nntpi. 'din 

is suggested by the hardly doubtful correction of dino in 
Ezek. xxviii. 3. is a corruption of D'dD, and this of 

D^ddfin]. The ‘ magicians * of Misrim were famous (Gen. 
xli. 8). Cp. on d^dD, Ps. ci. 3. Note <g*s TraiSevTi}?. 

v. 7 / l 0 -jh. Read Wn; <g, ipval^ —8. 

Wellh. mm Rather, perhaps, ^hditt. 4 Jerahmeel * (see 
on iv. 15) is sometimes a place-name, i.e. it is the short for 
Beth-jerahmeel. ppjyji, which follows, may be the chief 
centre of the Benjamites in the Negeb (see on Jer. vi. 1). 

v. 10 f Neither here, nor in vv . 12, 13, 14, vi. 4, 11, 
xii. 3 need we alter ‘ Judah 9 into ‘ Israel/ Both Israel and 
Judah appear to have had territory in the Negeb, and 
consequently to have been seduced by the Jerahmeelite 
cult.—TrrjnN Win That is is a shortened form of 
nnSD, or the name of a god (Hommel), is very difficult to 
make probable, nor is im ( = Nid) an adequate correction. 
The right solution is suggested by a study of Isa. xxx. 6 
(see note), which shows that Win may be a corruption of 
Worm, and by Isa. xxviii. 10, which probably shows that 
IS may be a corruption of WmdBT. In fact, Win and is 
represent respectively the variants ‘ Jerahmeel * and ‘ Ishmael/ 
The threat in v. 1 la is explained by the offence of Ephraim 
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vi. 7 

in worshipping the Jerahmeelite or Ishmaelite deity (see 
on iv. 15). 

v. 12 (x. 6). Independently, in 1897, 

the writer and Prof. W. Max Muller explained IT “£?d as 
‘ the great king ’ (either reading 27 or [WMM] treating 
2T3^?D as a proper name. • Winckler (Mufri, etc., 1898, 
p. 22) suggests n[n]-> ‘to the king of Jathrib 

( = Medina).’ The ‘ Great King ’ theory had already been 
proposed by M'Curdy, HPM i. (1894), pp. 415 f\ it is 
also suggested by Riedel (without reference to predecessors) 
Alttest. Untersuch. (1902), p. 18. But the N. Arabian 
interest of Hosea is so manifest that we cannot doubt that 
IT is miswritten for m2? or ; m2? in Palestine, like 
Aribu(bi) in Assyria, was already in use as a term for 
N. Arabia. So E. Bib. ii. (1901), col. 2331. Independent 
support is given to this view by Otto Weber (Arabien vor 
dem Islam, 1901, p. 24). By the ‘king of Arabia’ the 
Hebrew prophet may mean the king of Melubba, the 
suzerain of the smaller N. Arabian kings. 

Chap. vi. iff- For d"jn 2 it now becomes obvious to 
read d-jn 2 (cp. E. Bib., 1 Adam ’). Wellhausen, at any rate, 
sees that a locality must be referred to. DO?, as elsewhere, 
may be a fragment of ; prefix 2. Thus, ‘ in Aram ’ 

is parallel (as it ought to be) to ‘ in Ishmael.’ For 22?^2 we 
might read (yaXyaXa, some MSS. of ®) ; Nowack, too, 
wavers ; for ‘ Gilgal’ see iv. 15, ix. 15, xii. 12. If we take 
■>2 from v. 7, and read '■'2, U. JT2, we get ‘ Beth-gilgal ’ (on 
which see E. Bib., ‘ Gilgal,’ § 6) or Beth-gilead (perhaps = 
Jabesh-gilead). In either case, Beth-jerahmeel may be 
meant. This is not improbably the Gibeath-jerahmeel, 
where noisy rites and sacrifices of children seem to have 
been in vogue (see on v. 10). There is some reason to 
think that the seat of Saul’s clan was at a place called 
Beth-jerahmeel, and that this was situated in the southern 
Gilead (see on 2 S. ii. 8 f, where it is shown that Saul’s 
‘Jerahmeel’ was at any rate near Beth-gilead). Hosea 
may therefore have had two reasons for denouncing Beth- 
gilead or Beth-jerahmeel or Gibeath-jerahmeel, viz. (1) the 
offensive rites there practised, and (2) the rise of the kingly 
government. For the impossible 0^0 H 2 J 72 ? read either 
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D'snp nwa (so E . Bib ., ‘Gilead/ 2) or '1. The 

latter is preferable. But if so, either a few words have 
dropped out, or 'fTP 'a is a variant to the place-name (Beth- 
gilead ?) in v. 8 a .—The difficulties of MT. and of ® in v. 9 
are well-known (see Now., and Ruben, Crit. Remarks , p. 12). 
For an attempt to meet them see E . 2?#., col. 1729. With 
a surer clue, however, we can detect unshl pN underneath 
O'Tni ttTN, Dp'p under (cp. on v. 1), and motto under 

moots (see E. Bib., 1 Shechem/ 2).—In v. 10 for bhOtlT mil 
read SnsbBT mil ('mr and 'oBT are sometimes confounded). 
For the ‘ horrible’ rites of Beth-ishmael ( = B.-jerahmeel) 
see on Jer. ii. 34.—In v. 11 and vii. 1 note that mmi (cp. 
^DT:) probably comes from ^NSDQTl, b 'HEnD from Wt, 
and b^wb from bwSDtS^. Originally something more 
was said of the practices in Ishmael or Jerahmeel; rmrp 
7 \b TSp nts conceals something quite different which has not 
been recovered. 

Chap. vii. 1. The verse, as Wellh. has seen, should 
probably begin at (without l). Point ynptp. 

vii. 11. D'nsp (so point) and TrtSN are the N. Arabian 
regions so called. 

vii. 14 f For 'DtDD-Ss read DipDpr 1 ^ (Joel l - 9)> and for 
''l II’id 1 read fpt-ttJDBF-mi (see next note). Cancel 'TnD'\ as 
a repetition of THD'; wanting in ©. So Ruben. 

vii. 16. 1 Unintelligible and mostly corrupt’ (Wellh.). 

Note Pasek. Both '\y\vn and tub come from 
(dittographed), a correction of '•l mm ( v . 14). For the 
two errors, cp. ''dT' = 'btWOto'', and b$ bn in xi. 7. The 
verse should therefore begin with the next words, DttfpD Vii 
men, or rather ^NOrm DttoD vn, * they ; are become like (= as 
indifferent to me as) Cusham-jerahmeel; for the idea cp. Am. 
ix. 7, and for the error Ps. lxxviii. 57. Continue, Tim 
mnip pNl DMO, Drnrnb, and D xh M all appear to 

come from corrupt forms of (a gloss on cmSD ?). 

CHAr. viii. I. MT., which, as Wellh. sees, is 

corrupt. @, e£$ ko\ttov avr&v = DpTrStj, a corruption of 
f?«DnT. This may either be a gloss on D'HSD (see on 
viii. 16), or the subject of a verb such as T^T. (see Jer. 
xlix. 22) which would easily fall out after id©, as 

Gratz pointed out (. Monatsschrift , 1886, p. 375), is probably 
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a dittographed i»a.—6. It is hard to defend trim and 
am® (cp. E. Bib., ‘ Spider ’)• Most probably, v. 6 b, when 
corrected, should stand before 'in VTUW mart. and 

niYito both represent ; Him and mm both come 

from a variant to SnsdC. Read— 

: *orr dti^n vb\ intDK man I pacti £ 7Nnrrr’D ”9 

The phrase ‘ the calf of Shimron ’ probably indicates that 
‘ Beth-el ’ or ‘ Beth-on ’ was near Shimron.—9. 'b TTQ Nao 
is quite unsuitable in this context. Read ^NDJIT 3 *$, a 
regular geographical phrase (see on Dt. i. 1) ; this is a gloss 
on ‘ Asshur.’—12. Read an®m araoa ma'an I worm tsapN. 
Israel’s God ‘ loathes ’ Jerahmeel, because his own religious 
statutes are despised in the sanctuaries of the Negeb. 

viii. 13 should begin thus, ‘jNOnT pwl aaan DTO. The 
insertion of 'lrD'P became necessary after inn had been 
corrupted into &‘s Ovaiaarripia ra rjyaTrrjfieva im¬ 

plies a derivation of nnOT from 2HN. Most explain ‘ offer¬ 
ings ’ (^/am, ‘ to give ’), a®l here, as in Ezek. xvi. 26 and 
elsewhere, represents pNl, and iSdn"''I represents WDJTP (cp. 
•'Sdn in Isa. lxvi. 17). 

Chap. ix. 6. Dajapia qb. Usually taken as a Hebrew 
corruption of Eg. Men-nofer (see E. Bib., col. 3432). The 
evidence, however, for the preponderant influence of Misrim 
is so strong that we are obliged to distrust * Moph ’ not less 
than ‘ Noph.’ In particular, it is plain from vii. 11 and 
ix. 3 that aa»H and D'nso are virtually synonymous. Now 
the only theory which explains how this can be the case is 
the theory that N. Arabian districts are referred to. The 
truth is, that this very passage (ix. 6) shows that N. Arabia 
is the region intended. The opening words in MT. are 
-rbp aa^n nsrm?. It is clear that n»o must represent the 
name of a country. It cannot be a corruption of aaSb = 
D^D, because D'HSO, which follows, is required as the subject 
of ttQpn. It must, therefore, be a distortion of = DB1D. 
rp presumably = rp ; the initial D may be due to the pre¬ 
ceding d. rp probably represents mnDa, the name of a 
district on the N. Arabian border (see on Isa. xix. 13, Jer. 
ii. 16). DrrVmi should be om^avo. Cp. on Ps. xix. 5. 
Read 'a nono (Wellh.). 
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ix. io, 13. ntjfcta Probably See on Jer. iii. 23 f. 

— V. 13 is composed of two parts, each beginning with 
O’nDNt’i]. The second part (omitting D'HDNl) appears to be 
a variant to the latter portion of the first, i.e. nsf? corre¬ 
sponds to Sn nS'inm to mn, and man to ran. 

W'S'inS (whence Y) 3 ^) comes from ^nsd© 11 (cp. is, v. n, 
Isa. xxviii. 10, 13), and rrSin© must be a corruption of some 
synonym of nrr. TOl may be retained. Thus line 2 
becomes vn Jnrr ^nj>d©\ We can now perhaps penetrate 
the secret of line 1, which should probably run thus— 
inyr TintpN. Render the restored passage, ‘ As for Ephraim, 
Ashhur shall break him to pieces ; Ishmael shall slay his sons.’ 

Chap. x. 3. It is strange that the weakness of Israel 
should be accounted for in this way. Hence Marti and 
Nowack suspect an interpolation. More probably “7^0 pH 
and iWr represent ; in this case read iivt^n. ‘ Then 

will they say, Jerahmeel is our God, for we do not fear 
Yahwfe; and Jerahmeel—what will he do for us?’ Cp. 
Isa. viii. 21. 

x. 5-8. Read and cp. on viii. 5.—rrp; see on 

v. 13.— V. 7 is very hard; but cp. E. Bib., col. 2125, note. 
—In v. 8 point jin (see on iv. 15), and omit PiNton 

(rather Wd© 1 rose) as a gloss. 

x. 14 f pN$ DNp”|. Three improbabilities, (1) dnjj 

for Dp, (2) j'ls© for ‘war-cry’ (Now.), and (3) TpajQ, parallel 
to T12BD. The third of these has been corrected by Wellh.; 
read ip^a. The second, on the analogy of Am. ii. 2, is 
removed by reading j#tt. The first (cp. sip, Ezek. xxiii. 23) 
by the correction ^>NDm\ This involves supposing that 
’innWi, or the like, has fallen out, owing to the misreading 
DHpi.— Read f?NDnr mi i©$. Cp. on Am. i. 3. 

Winckler’s suggestion, that the barbarities of the Arabian 
tribe called Salmah are referred to, is plausible (see E. Bib., 
‘ Salmah ’). But having found out so much relative to the 
invasions of the Negeb by Cushites, Misrites, and Asshurites, 
we can hardly hesitate to retain jo*?#, and to accept this as 
the name of one of the N. Arabian tribes who invaded the 
Negeb. That Salamanu was the name of a Moabite prince 
in Tiglath-pileser’s time we know (see Schr., KA T™ p. 441); 
it is very possible that the king of Asshur also bore this 
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name. VtOlN (cp. ^sa*p) is a perfectly regular corruption of 
^ndDT. non^D DV3 is a corruption of'rrP rva dittographed. 
See on Nah. iii. 8.—For the impossible “in$3 read ^ntDN3- 
The meaning is that the king of Israel shall be destroyed by 
the inexorable king of the N. Arabian Asshur. 

Chap. xi. There are many difficulties here. Pioneering 
Work has been done already. The emendations of w. 1 -4a 
in E. Bib., col. 2826, produce a much-improved sense, but 
are inadequate, as soon as we realise how much Hosea is 
preoccupied by the danger from N. Arabia. Let us now go 
over the work again. In w. 1-3 read "SI "b (I called him 
my son), Pesh., Theod.; - 'N3pD, @; ’’3BO, cp. <5; onpM, & ; 
■'llin'!- So Ruben, and partly Wi. (AT Unt., 182), Wellh. 
■’nbns, Pesh., Gr.; d^it-is, Gr. To this, however, add in 
v. 1 n’nsp (cp. on v. 5), and in v. 4 a D1 t m (f° r D”1^ Via) 

and f?MDriT (for nariN). Render, ‘ out of the cords of Aram 
[the southern Aram = Jerahmeel] I drew them, out of the 
bands of Jerahmeel.’ The complex of words which follows 
is probably based on a series of an ignorant scribe’s attempts 
to write ^nditp, which the editor, with his usual ingenuity, 
converted into a sentence. " i d v id reminds us of mono (cp. 
E. Bib., ‘ Meremoth ’), and of Dorr (v. 7). For ism, see on 
Isa. viii. 6. The m 7 which opens v. 5 in MT. belongs to 
this Jerahmeel-passage.— V. 5 should therefore run, ‘He 
shall return to the land of Misrim (cp. on v. 1), and Asshur 
[the southern Asshur or Ashhur] shall be his king,’ etc. 

xi. 7-1 o. For SjtSni read ; see on vii. 16. 

~TTT and DOIT vb both represent the variant ^moitt. 

On ntHM and d^mIS see E. Bib.,' Sodom and Gomorrah.’ 
—Djp from See on Isa. xxiv. 14. 

Chap. xii. 1 b. Probably Sm*dp should be f?MDnT, and 
D'BVTp comes from on pti. The verbs are more difficult to 
restore. Read, perhaps, D'WS-Din ^MDm i_ [n^] bJtt rrrim 
siD3&\ Cp. Isa. ii. 6. 

xii. 10. ‘I will cause thee to dwell in tents?’ Read 

(cp. on ii. 17, 20), and for teid read, with Nowack, 
D^is. The exile seems to be presupposed (cp. Mic. vii. 14). 

xii. 15. Read f?MorrT'TV'3 D’IDn D’SDn. ‘Beth-jerah- 
meel ’ is the Gilgal of iv. 15, ix. 15, xii. 2. DTnon is 
suspicious; see on Jer. vi. 26, xxxi. 15, 21. 
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Chap. xiii. 2 b. i Zu dem reden sie, opfemde Menschen 
kiissen Kalber' (Wellh.) can hardly be right It is the image 
of Jerahmeel that is kissed. Read, probably— 

! f?NDJTV D-li* •'nl ]3 DO.pN DO DO^ 

Chap. xiv. 7 f. For pnS ibis') read (1) nj'llS, (2) piSn 
(Ezek. xxvii. 18). In v. 8 read also Yint&N ; cp. Isa. 
xvi. 7, where 1 Kir-hareseth * should be ‘ Kir-ashhur.’ Cp. 
Wellhausen’s and G. A. Smith's notes ; the former at any 
rate sees the problems more clearly. 

xiv. 9. * We are struck by the perfect beside the im¬ 

perfect, by the want of a suffix to Trap, and by the suffix of 
the third person beside that of the second 1 (Nowack). Prob¬ 
ably we should read, pjn mrQ5 ■on. 

’imtDtfl seems to be a conflation of "maNn and pjn ; 'n is a 
variant to tDYQ. 



JOEL 


JOEL was a favourite S. Israelitish name, as shown in E. Bib., 
col. 3686. Bethuel (so we should probably read with © for 
‘ Pethuel ’) is also a place-name of the Negeb ; very possibly, 
indeed, is a corruption of Snn, ‘ Tubal,’ the name of 

a N. Arabian district (see E. Bib., ‘ Tubal ’). It is, however, 
most unlikely that the name of the author of such a literary 
and artificial prophecy as ‘ Joel ’ should have been preserved. 
We may presume that in some late historical midrash a 
prophet called ‘ Joel b. Bethuel ’ was mentioned. The con¬ 
nection between prophecy and the Negeb is undeniable (sec 
E. Bib., * Prophet,’ §§ 6 /) ; the name proposed was therefore 
credible. Elijah and Elisha were men of the Negeb ; but of 
course, in the post-exilic period, a prophet of the type of * Joel ’ 
coming from the Negeb would be inconceivable. 

CHAP. i. 4, ii. 20. Great obscurity hangs around the 
description of the locusts in chap. i. and over the prophecy 
in chap. ii. Is chap. i. 4-19 descriptive of a calamity from 
which the land of Judah was actually suffering, or predictive 
of one still future ? And are the locusts in chaps, i. and ii. 
—or at least in chap. ii.—symbolic of hostile peoples ? How 
can a swarm of locusts be called * the northern one ’ (ii. 20) ? 
And what is the meaning of the statement in i. 4 that what 
the gazavi, the arbeit, the yelek respectively have left, the 
arbeh, the yelek, the basil respectively have eaten ? The most 
different answers are given (see, eg. Merx, Wunsche, Nowack, 
Driver on the passages). Can we be content with this un¬ 
certainty ? Surely the key to chaps, i. and ii. is the phrase 
•oiosn. Having discovered that fmis is the name of a N. 
Arabian region bordering on the Negeb (see, eg. Jer. i. 13 /., 
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Ezek. i. 4), and that the * Gog * of Ezekiel's prophecy is the 
personification of the Jerahmeelite or N. Arabian peoples 
(see on Ezek. xxxviii. 1 f , 6), we see that the first and most 
probable meaning of SephonI is ‘ Zaphonite.’ The locusts 
in chaps, i., ii. are symbolic of the N. Arabians, who, in a 
short time, will verify Ezekiel's prophecy by invading the 
Holy Land of Palestine, and who will be driven by Yahwe 
into the desert. The invaders, however, do but repeat what 
they have done continuously for an indefinite period on a 
smaller scale. Hence Yahwe promises (ii. 25) to compensate 
the Jews for the ‘years' which the locusts have eaten. In 
calling these symbolic locusts Yahw&'s ‘army' (ii. 11, 25), 
the writer deviates from Ezekiel. His idea is that the 
calamities brought on the Jews by the N. Arabians are 
designed to bring the people to repentance. When the 
pious, though very imperfect, Jewish community, turns heartily 
to Yahwe, he will, without any effort, remove the troublesome 
foe. The reason why, in i. 4 and ii. 25, four different names 
of locusts are used is, that the writer wishes (perhaps follow¬ 
ing Amos) to suggest the names of four N. Arabian peoples. 
This is very clear in the case of Hint* and pb^, which at once 
suggest and What names underlie DU and ^on 

we cannot venture to say. Cp. on Am. vii. ib , and on ii. 20, 
E. Bib ., col. 2496, note 1.—On the singular phrases Spil DVT 
and 'tin DVr, see E. Bib ., ‘ Mediterranean.' The two novel 
terms ‘ front sea' and ‘ back sea' were a consequence of the 
recasting of Dt. xi. 24 (see note). 

i. 1 5. See on Isa. xiii. 6 b, 

CHAP. iii. 1. ‘ Naturally this can include 

neither the animal world nor even the heathen' (Nowack). 
Yet the expression ought to include at any rate the latter. 
Since, in Isa. lxv. 22, Ps. lxv. 3, the phrase is equally liable 
to suspicion, let us look out for some suitable and possible 
correction. -UDl must have arisen through the drawing 
together of fragments of two words, or of an abbreviated 
word and a corrupt fragment of a word. Cp. Merx, Hiob, 
Introd. p. lv. Read, probably, 

Chap. iv. 2, 12. ttgtfirr pp$. ‘Valley of judgment' 
(asmotf) would no doubt suit the context ( E . Bib,, col. 2353), 
but does not the corruption lie deeper? Driver {Joel and 



Amos , p. 69) thinks that nothing turns upon the identification 
of the spot named, the symbolism of the name being alone 
significant. But the interest of the later writers in the 
Negeb—the scene of patriarchal narratives in the remote 
past, and (see ii. 20, Ezek. xxxviii. f) of great expected 
events in the not distant future—entitles us to expect a 
reference to some part of this region. pDS repeatedly (eg. 
Ps. lx. 8) represents an original npSD; and ioDD, as a name, 
certainly comes from nos = n£m. In 2 Chr. xiv. 9 we hear 
of a nno? ; it is not likely that the valley near Zephath 
or Zarephath was called pD$. Read, therefore, nas npSD, ix. 
the Zarephathite Maacath (in contradistinction to a northern 
Maacath). The bare possibility, however, remains that prr 
in ttamprp comes from rm, the short for ^ndjtp. Cp. 4 Arma¬ 
geddon * (Rev. xvi. 16) = Har-jerahmeel. Note also that in 
v . 4 Missur and Zarephath are mentioned, and it is very 
possible that the ‘ Shittim ’ of v. 18 ultimately goes back to 
Zarephathim (see note). 

iv. 4, 6. ITTO *12 represents ; the passage has 
been manipulated. represents nons. See E . Bib col. 

3164, note 3. ffOTn represents ^MDnT (a, as often, comes 
from h). \v itself originally was jDp = pop = f?NDm\ A 
distant ‘ Jerahmeer is meant. The phrase itself is archaistic 
in such a late book. 

iv. [© iii.] 11. pans and pnppp are both difficult. For 
the former © has <rvj/adpoL^€<T0€ y but this does not consist 
very well with 7 np3 afterwards. nQtp is also unexpected, for 
the place of meeting is only mentioned in v. 12. nrorr is 
also unexpected; the Hiphil of nm is not used else¬ 
where. Possibly both pmps and non? represent (for 

HDtt) cp. on Ezek. xlviii. 35), and PSDpPP from D^.ppP. Read 
'upp 'oar, PNT, omitting l"ODD D'PirrTO as an editorial inser¬ 
tion from v . 12. For nmn it is obvious to read nmn. 

‘ Let the Ishmaelites and the Kenizzites come ; lead thou, 
O Yahwfc, thy heroes ! ’ 

iv. 14. pinn pp*. If'irr" 1 pDJ? represented an original 
toBW&n pD£, it would be plausible to emend 'nn pov into 
p^sn pp£. A preferable correction of 7 prp pDJ? has, however, 
suggested itself to us (see above), and this enforces the re¬ 
consideration of pnnrr pos. A place-name of the Negeb- 
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is required, and we can hardly hesitate to make a slight 
transposition of the letters of pin, reading TOI7 rD$D. For 
'n cp. Josh. xv. 23, 25. psn is probably a modification of 
Tin© = TirrmN. 

iv. 18. Wellh. remarks that the ‘valley of Shittim’cannot 
mean the D^JOlDn beyond the Jordan, because it has to 
start from Jerusalem. But 'mn bm is most probably a 
corruption of D^&DtD (see on Num. xxv. i), and the other 
places mentioned, except Jerusalem, are in the N. Arabian 
borderland. Zarephath was apparently near the limit of the 
Negeb, and therefore also of the expanded land of Israel 
(cp. on Zech. xiv. 1 o). It had been dignified by the presence 
of the divine judge of the nations (yv. 2, 12); why, then, 
should it not partake in the beneficent effects of the stream 
prophesied originally by Ezekiel, which, as that prophet most 
probably states, was appointed to go to 4 the Jerahmeelite 
region' (nWi; cp. Joel iv. 4), and to flow down to Arabia 
(read inij) ? 
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CHAP. I. i.—T he skilful presentment of his theory by 
Budde (Kohut, Semitic Studies, 106 ff.) led the present 
writer for a time to follow him in rendering, ‘ Amos, who 
had been among the sheep-breeders, (a man) of Tekoa,’ and 
to suppose that the words Dnp33 TTH i»n were a gloss 
inserted from the margin in the wrong place; i.e. before, 
instead of after, sipno. Cp. E. Bib., col. 147. It must be 
confessed, however, (1) that no one before Budde had 
thought of separating onpai from sipnn, and (2) that if 
the object of the supposed gloss were to distinguish the 
prophet Amos more precisely from other persons of the 
same name, it is strange that the gloss-maker should not 
have used the word suggested by the authoritative state¬ 
ment in vii. 14, viz D^.pijl[3]. The second of these 
objections is the more important. It is true, Budde thinks 
it possible that D v rp23 may be only a gloss upon the 
ambiguous word used in vii. 14 (ipia), and Wellhausen and 
Nowack, following Oort, ( Theol. Tydschr ., 1880, p. 127), 
thinks ip^Q in vii. 14 a corruption of lp”0. This is plausible. 
Oort supports it by (®’s awroXo? (vii. 14), but note that in 
2 K. iii. 4 & has va>Ki )0 (vcokt/8 ), and that none of the 
Gk. versions there gives aiwoXos, besides which, in the 
very passage before us, the first part of v. 1 is thus rendered 
in <S, Xoyot A/tea? o'i eyevovro iv Aicicapeift iv [so B, but 
A e«] ®eKove. Amapetfi, of course, should be N aumpeip.; 
the initial v dropped out because of the preceding iv. 
What, then, is vatctcapeip, according to ? A place-name. 
Nor is this to be hastily dismissed. There is strong reason 
to doubt the correctness of ipa in 2 K. iii. 4, and though 
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we can hardly venture to accept the reading iv KapiaOiapeip, 
found in Am. i. i in Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, 
and many MSS., yet, as a conjecture, the reading is very 
suggestive, for we can now safely say that the original of 
the popular corruption Kirjath-jearim almost certainly is 
Kirjath-jerahmeel. Now there was certainly a city of 
Jerahmeel in the Negeb, and considering the many plausible 
points of contact between the prophets and the Negeb, it is 
worth seeing whether Am. i. i will not yield up its secret, 
if we apply the theory that Amos was a child of the Negeb. 
Let us look more closely at the Hebrew words sipno DHpM. 
That there was a Tekoa in the Negeb, we have seen in 
studying Jer. vi. I ; we cannot wonder at this, for the most 
plausible explanation of the name (on the analogy of ^Nrip’ 
and mp) is Sndttt. Dnp31 should be Q-npin (cp. aiacapeip.), 
and this comes from DTrrp. ‘son of Rahim,’ i.e. of Jerah¬ 
meel (cp. Dim and Dpi). The sum-total is that Amos was 
a Jerahmeelite, a citizen of the Tekoa in the Negeb (cp. 
E. Bib., ‘ Prophet, § 35 . note). 1 The words rrn ntDN appear 
superfluous. Possibly they come from written too 

soon, and (as in many similar cases) not cancelled. This 
result throws light on the true text of vii. 14 /—and not less 
important and only slightly less certain correction still 
waits to be made, MT. has t&snn v)e£> cnn;®, with which 
agrees. The Rabbis (but not I bn Ezra) and the earlier 
Christian interpreters have tried to fix the period of this 
earthquake. To defend the historical character of the 
earthquake is difficult (see E. Bib., ‘Amos,’ § 4), and 
from the point of view suggested by the previous note, we 
may venture to look underneath the present text for some 
further reference to the Negeb. Read most probably 
®n|n "qoS, ‘ before Asshur was rooted out, i.e. before 
the events described in 2 K. xiv. 28, ‘how he recovered 
Cusham and Maacath of Jerahmeel for Israel.’ In the 
region referred to there was probably a place called Kir-or 
Kiryath-asshur (cp. on 2 K. iii. 25), the Jerahmeelite popula¬ 
tion of which was expelled or exterminated. Cp. on 
Zech. xiv. 5. 

1 Cp. the remark of Smend and Socin, Die Inschrift des Konigs 
Mesa von Moab (Text), 1886, p. 13, note 1. 
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i. 2. Surely a later insertion (see E. Bib., ‘ Amos/ 
§ 8).— V. 2 a reminds us of Joel iv. 16. In v . 2^ D'inrr 
seems to come from ; probably, too, means a 

Mt. Carmel in the Negeb {E. Bib., col. 3861, end of note 6). 
See on ix. 3. Whenever this passage was prefixed, the 
Jerahmeelite references in Amos were still visible. 

i. 4. ‘ Hazael ’ is a N. Arabian name ; ‘ Ben-hadad 1 

comes from ‘ Bir-dadda/ which is another. See E . Bib., 
col. 3S61, note 3. 

i. 5. For pmcrr rm read Dana tsq ( C P- Hos * 2 °> 
4 1 will break . . . the sword of Jerahmeer). izbl is right, 
but it is the southern Gilead. The ‘threshing with iron 
sledges/ however, is certainly wrong (cp. the errors in 2 S. 
viii. 2, xii. 31. Read probably rvnMp DTrrm^s 

[TsfornN]. Cp. on *bm, 2 S. xvii. 27. See on Hos. x. 14. 
‘ Ishmael/ like ‘ Jerahmeel’ and perhaps ‘Gilead/ means the 
Negeb. The Aram-wars, which have been much misunder¬ 
stood, will be treated under 1 and 2 Kings. 

The problems of Bik'ath-aven, Beth-eden, and Kir 
need to be taken up again from the point of view of 
textual criticism. ‘ Aven * we have met with already in 
Hos. (iv. 15, v. 8, x. 5, 8) ; it is the ‘ On 1 of the Negeb, if 
this name itself has not arisen by corruption. The most 
conservative correction which is provisionally possible is to 
read Bik f ath-on (cp. ‘ Bik f ath-ono/ in the MT. of Neh. vi. 2). 
But the existence of a m?pl in the Jerahmeelite Negeb 
appears to be doubtful; and it is safer, both here and in 
Zech. xii. 11 and in other passages (see on Dt. xxxiv. 3) 
to read roso (the southern Maacath). It is also safest to 
correct both here and in Hos., into ps. For this 

reason. Mm loin is generally taken as a descriptive title 
of an independent prince. But (1) a principality of Beth- 
eden is unknown to us in the Negeb, and (2) imv and 'm V) 
are not parallel. Can 'm 'n be right ? may very well 

be a corruption of rOSD ; corruptions based on transpositions 
are common. Mm (as in Mic. iv. 14) may come from 
nM = nD-|2. It now becomes very plausible to correct 
r» rrao into ps rOSDD (intermediate stage, 'i> nspio). 
Thus we get three variants (or four if we add ®’s yappav ) 
agreeing as to ro$D, but differing as to the second part 
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of the compound name. We have to choose between 

* Maacath-on/ * Maacath-zephath/ and 1 Maacath-eden/ The 
last-named form is to be preferred, because it enables us to 
account for the growth of the form pw. There actually 
exists an intermediate form pN, represented by miN and 
the place-name pw. For c Eden,* see on 2 K. xix. 12. 

* Eden * was the site of the Jerahmeelite Paradise (see 
E. Bib. y * Paradise/ §§ 7, 9). We now pass on to 4 Kir/ 
This, as Nowack remarks, 4 has not yet been discovered. It 
was hardly in Media, for according to Am. ix. 7 the 
Aramaeans came from Kir/ From our present point of 
view, since it is the king of Asshur ( = Melubba) who is the 
conqueror of Cusham, we cannot doubt that 4 Kir’ lies beyond 
Cusham towards the centre of the great N. Arabian kingdom. 
Like 4 Koa’ (sip, Ezek. xxvii. 33) HTp probably comes 
from one of the popular corruptions of ^ndjti\ The name 
4 Jerahmeel * under various corrupt forms existed in all the 
various districts where Jerahmeelites resided. Cp. on ix. 7. 

i. 6. seems to be the name of some strong Jerah¬ 

meelite city, such as 1 Zarephath/ In 1 Chr. vii. 28, a part 
of a passage which originally referred to the southern 
Ephraim, we find mentioned next to Shechem (ix. Cusham), 
a place (with dependent towns) called rrto. Many of these 
cities, probably, changed masters from time to time, and 
Amos speaks of a time when 'Azzah belonged to the 
Jerahmeelites. It is possible, however (see on v. 9) that 
Missur may be intended. What, then, was the great offence 
of ‘Azzah? It was apparently that its people captured 
the Israelites or Judahites who had settled in the district 
called Gilead-ishmael (for rvAa read Tr 

cp. on Ob. 20) to a more distant branch of the Jerahmeelite 
race, called here (so read for DVTN), and in Joel iv. 6 
called the Drmj 

i. 8. A late insertion, made when the text of v. 5 had 
been already corrupted. Whether the writer put YlTtDN or 
Titto* (cp. on iii. 9), p*?p»N or jnps or ^NortT, 

D'nm^D or DTiDIH, may be left uncertain. At any rate, 
the Zarephathites were not reduced to a mere ‘ remnant ’ in 
the time of Amos. 

i. 9. is should of course be 12D, the capital of Musri 
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(as Winckler first pointed out). The offence of Missur 
being identical with that of 'Azzah, the question arises 
whether 'Azzah may not be the name of the capital 
of Musri, and v. 6 a variant to v. 9. The * covenant 
of brothers’ refers to the kinship between Israel and 
Jerahmeel, and alludes to the period during which the 
Israelites dwelt among the Jerahmeelites (see E. Bib ‘ Moses,’ 

§§4#> t 

i. 13 ff. The * Ammonites ’ are a branch of the Jerah¬ 
meelites. Their offence was ‘conquering the cities of 
Gilead, to enlarge their territory.’ Read, for rvnrr, rrnp. 
See on Isa. xiii. 16.—mi should perhaps be nm ; cp. 
on 2 S. xi. 1, xii. 26, Jer. xlix. 2.—DD^D is a distortion of 
^NDHT, itself an incorrect form of the name of the deity 
of the Jerahmeelites. Insert vans (©, Jer. xlix. 3). So 
Nowack. 

Chap. ii. 1 / For Ti? read ]Brf. Cp. © novia, though 
elsewhere is —3N1D pNffil nd. Most improb¬ 

able. Cp. Winckler, AT Unters. 184, who corrects pNtm 
into The original is more probably ]Bh3 (cp. on 

Nu. xxiv. 17). rmpn possibly comes from a corrupted 
rose, and so also nol; )©1D and !MOO may be variants to 
rose. This leads up to the supposition that here, as so 
often, may be miswritten for Tmo. If so, we have 

three sections of the oracle devoted to Missur.— V. 2 now 
becomes, ‘and I will send fire upon Missur, and it shall 
devour the castles of Maacath [Cushan, Missur] with battle- 
cry and sound of horn.’ Cp. on pH©, Hos. x. 14. 

ii. 6 , viii. 6 . ‘ The pair of shoes ’ (d^w) is an endless 

subject for misapplied learning (see Exp.T, xii. 377 f 
[1901]). Read mW. See on 1 S. xii. 3, and E. Bib., 
‘ Shoe.’ 

ii. 10. For nsfos read D'O'iv -anD3; similarly 

in v. 25. narn is a gloss. ‘Forty’ for ‘Arabians’ is an 
example of a not uncommon type of corruption. See 
E. Bib., col. 3212 (top), and cp. on 2 K. iii. 4. 

CHAP. iii. 8 f For read 3tf0\ For TrrBfcO read 
■fiEHQ (Wi.) or ; cp. on i. 8. ©, iv 'kccrvpLot,?. It 

is a N. Arabian Asshur (or rather Ashhur) which is meant. 
Note the [|, D'ns? (so point). Point (no®. Of ShSmeron 
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(Samaria) a native of a southern city is not likely to have 
had any exact information. ‘ Shimron 1 in the Negeb, as 
a careful study of the prophets and of 1 and 2 Kings 
shows, was a place of historical importance. So in v . 14, 
it is the southern Beth-el. 

iii. 12. Few passages in Amos have been more 
misunderstood. Read probably [D^nsm] pnoto D^iam 
DttFOl} ('s and are geographical glosses); for another 
view suggested by vi. 4, see Expositor , 4th series, vi. 366. 
—15. Marti’s correction, D’Oin * s excellent. 

CHAP. iv. 1, 3. rvnD is strange in a personal invective; 
Arabic quotations hardly help us. ftEzin, as elsewhere, 
should be Possibly rn? ( = mDN) is a variant to JQTD. 

In this case either mi to (princesses) or JVOl must have 
dropped out. The passage has been edited from a false 
point of view.—rnhennn has not yet been explained (cp., 
however, E. Bib ., 1 Harmon ’). From our present point of 
view, however, the original is clear; it is n^NPTTP, * to 
Jerahmeel/ i.e. to captivity in some part of the great N. 
Arabian dominion. See on v. 27. Before, read jnpStoiTi, 
4 and ye shall be driven/ 

Chap. v. 25-27. In E. Bib ., ‘Arnos/ § 13, the con¬ 
clusion is reached that v. 26 is a later insertion (cp. Wellh., 
Nowack), which took the place of a passage which had 
become illegible, and the case of Isa. x. 4 a is adduced as 
parallel. We have, however, been able with much prob¬ 
ability to restore the original text of Isa. x. 4 a> and by 
applying the same methods we ought to be able to restore 
that of Am. v. 26. mDD and JVD, nbo, Dand are 

groups of letters which may often arise by corruption out of 
other groups, and in one well-known passage (Judg. 
v. 20) is suspected to have arisen similarly. And the 
very passage (Ezek. viii. 3, 5) which has not unplausibly 
been adduced (see E . Bib. y col. 749) to confirm the view 
that |T0 is the name of an adopted Assyrian deity, can also 
quite regularly be restored without having recourse to 
Assyriology. Referring the reader, therefore, to the books 
and articles mentioned in E . Bib., col. 153, and adding 
Muss.-Arnolt, ExpS 6) ii. 414-428 ; Amer. J. of Phil. viii. 270; 
and Driver, Joel and Amos (Cambr. Bible), iSgf y we may 
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venture with the fullest confidence to propose this as a 
near approximation to the original text— 

! m D"*}"]? ■''rsboi ^-onmin nnao'i o'rotn 

oariN TiSim : Woon ppi ^norm rose D3n« iN&m 

: 'in mm ion n^Norrr 

* Do ye offer to me sacrifices and offerings in the festivals 
of Arabia ? Then Maacath and Jerahmeel and Kain and 
Ishmael shall take you away; and I will carry you into 
exile to Jerahmeel.’ Cp. E. Bib., cols. 3211/, and 3860, 
note 3. The confusion between ‘ forty ’ and ‘ Arabia ’ has 
here been fatal to exegesis (see on iii. 10). The sacrifices 
referred to are those offered in the sanctuaries of the Negeb, 
where the ritual was either wholly or in part Jerahmeelite. 
Bethel, Gilgal, Beersheba, Dan, Shimron were the chief of 
these sanctuaries, and the ‘festivals’ (cp. w. 21, 23) there 
celebrated must have been of a splendid order. The natural 
punishment was that the Israelites should be carried into 
exile to the very centre of Jerahmeelite life, far from the 
purer cultus maintained in Canaan. Cp. especially iv. 3. 

for ~QiD, 9 and 3,' and *1 confounded. mDD = HDSD, 
as Ps. lx. 8, etc. nf?D and [d]vtSn = ^NDriT, as very often. 
jy3 = pp. = i 7NI>QS5' 1 (Ezek. xxiii. 14, Ps. Ixxiii. 20). 

= (Judg. v. 20, Nah. iii. 16, see notes). ION 

mb nn’to, a gloss, nt^no = n^Nonr (cp. Jer. xxii. 19). 

Chap. vi. 1. ji'sa. Nowack candidly expresses a 
doubt of this word. His reason, however, is not quite 
sound. These was nothing to hinder a prophet of the 
Negeb (and such Amos is) from referring to Judah as well as 
Israel, because both sections of the race of Israel occupied 
parts of the Negeb. The difficulty is in the combination in 
|| lines of Zion and {YiDB, for, as elsewhere, we are bound to 
point jVio®. From our point of view it is plain that ]VS 
must cover over some place-name of the Negeb. It might 
represent jrrs, which (like YiS) is a common disguise of *mo. 
But Missur was not in the hands either of Israel or of Judah. 
Like jus (see on vii. 15), pNS (Mic. i. 11), ps (Ps. 
lxxviii. 12, 43), and ps (see E. Bib., ‘ Zin ’), the of Am. 
vi. 1 most probably comes from ^NSDtZT, which, as by this 
time the reader will have discovered, is used as a synonym 
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of ^>Nom\ i.e. the Jerahmeelite Negeb. See parallel in 
Ob. 21.—D'rian JT'BMT vjjM, ‘the illustrious of the first of 
the nations ’ ? A strained expression! Read probably 
(comparing Isa. xlviii. 1) D'N-jpStf 'an 'l. There may 
perhaps be an allusion to Num. xxiv. 20, where ‘ Amalek,’ 
or rather * Jerahmeel,’ is expressly called Dll 1 VBN1. The 
people here called 'an 'l are the Israelites in Jerahmeel, who 
have intermarried with the Jerahmeelites, and may not 
unfairly (like Jerusalem in Isa. xxix. 1) be themselves 
called ‘Jerahmeel’ (cp. on Judg. xx. 2). This leads on to a 
plausible correction of the phrase which even Nowack sees to 
be corrupt— di^> 3 n^ 3 . This may be (cp. dyiSn = SwonT), 
and surely ought to be, D^NDim; continue 'nr nrao. Thus 
we get, ‘that call yourselves the first of the nations, Jerah¬ 
meelites of the house of Israel.’ 

vi. 2. The difficulties of this verse have been fully set 
forth by Nowack, Driver, and G. A. Smith. They are 
diminished by admitting that Shimron in the Negeb, not 
Shomeron or Samaria, is referred to in v. 1. The historical 
difficulties arising out of the history of the Assyrian con¬ 
quests then disappear, for it is the conquest of city after 
city in the Negeb by the Asshurites (of Meluhha) in one of 
the Asshurite invasions that is referred to. - Also the 
difficulty that both Israel and Judah were greater than 
any of the cities mentioned in v. 2 disappears, for it is 
Ishmael and Shimron, not Zion and Shomeron, that are 
mentioned in v. 1. Still the passage does somewhat 
interrupt the flow of the discourse, and seems to be a later 
insertion suggested by Isa. x. 9-11. For n^l non read 
probably 3 ns 'n; non is really a popular corruption of 
n?l>0 (vi. 13/). ni ^3 = ll^3 in Isa. x. 9 (i.e. ‘Jerahmeel’). 

vi. 3. and 0917 mtp are clearly wrong, nor is 

jn DV to be expected in this context, 'n 'b reminds us of 
the 11311 ne >3 of Ps. xciv. 20, which conceals a reference 
to the Cushites. Elsewhere 'b and 'n represent riBis and 
DBS respectively; si otS would be a perfectly regular 
corruption of The most difficult word is D'liorT. 

<S’s evxoftevoi suggests D v V73p. If this were right, we 
should have ‘ye that vow [to] Jerahmeel.’ More suitable 
would be D’la^Bn ; then 'nvi, and in b Dips 115123 nto-tni. 
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That is, ‘Ye that go to war with Jerahmeel, and oppress 
Zarephath-Cusham.’ In v. 13 two other cities recently 
taken by the Israelites are mentioned by name. 

vi. 5 f. The impossible D'CHD should probably be 
D'HOIO; a and D may both represent D, t fell out. For 
^>aan read ; and in b Tip Vip 1 ? inolpy!. 

Cp. v. 23, Isa. v. 12, Job xxi. 12. Vip miswritten became 
[Tjyra. ‘ But they are not sick (at heart) for the ruin of 
Joseph.’ The context rather suggests ‘ Ishmael ’ (see above, 
on v. 1), i.e. t]DV (pjd'’) probably springs from '0©% the 
abbreviation of Snj>d©\ So in 1 K. xi. 28 (Jeroboam), Ps. 
lxxvii. 16 (see notes). 

vi. 13/ Gratz, Wellh., etc. read and D^p, two 

names of cities (cp. E. Bib., cols. 2810, 4314, note 5). But 
‘ Lodebar ’ is a very odd name; probably it comes from 
Beth-gilead (itt vb from "ratyaj-m), see on 2 S. ix. 5. A 
place in the southern Gilead is meant. In Josh. xiii. 26 we 
find ‘ Lidebir.’ The same place is meant; in its original 
form Josh. xiii. 25-27 appears to have referred to the 
Negeb. ‘ Karnaim,’ like ‘ Mahanaim ’ (the same place 
perhaps), seems to be one of the popular distortions of 
‘Jerahmeel’ (cp. on Gen. xiv. 5). Possibly the same place 
is referred to in v. 2 (see note). —non means rose (v. 2), 
and the ^>na referred to is very possibly the anv Snj, a 
stream regarded as the boundary of non-Israelitish Arabia. 
Cp. on 2 K. xiv. 25, 28. 

CHAP. vii. 1 c. The supplementary definition of time is 
surely superfluous; every Israelite would know when the 
grew (Now.). Hence Now. would assign v. ic to a 
glossator, and N. Schm. ( E . Bib., ‘ Scythians,’ § 4) holds 
that the original form of the gloss had, not ’W, but “[bo 
113 or I^Dn 11a; cp. <§, >cal IBov ^pov^os eh yoy 6 /SocrtXevs. 
The former of these alternatives has MT. against it ; l^orr aia 
can be defended, but hardly aia l^D. ‘ Gog the king ’ might 
have originated in a reminiscence of a corrupt form of the 
text of Ezek. xxxviii. 2. It is more likely, however, that 
aia arose out of l^orr ra [na] than that the reverse 
process took place. It is also one result of the present 
researches that the number of glosses in the traditional text 
has been much exaggerated. The probability is that some- 
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thing more was said about the The true reading may 

be ^pm Djyi p^n H5rn (n and n, d and d may be 

confounded). The four names of locusts correspond sym¬ 
bolically to four N. Arabian ethnics (see on Joel i. 4, and 
cp. E. Bib. y ‘ Locust,* § 3). The glossator’s view was not at 
all absurd; the so-called ‘Gog* was really ‘Jerahmeel,* and 
the Jerahmeelite invasion anticipated in Ezek. xxxviiuf. 
was merely the closing invasion of a series. The fear of 
Jerahmeel may almost be said to dominate most periods of 
Israel’s history. 

vii. 9 f * The bdmoth of Isaac,* a very suggestive phrase ; 
Isaac, whose name (pnttP, w . 9, 16) may come from Ashhur 
was the patriarch of Beer-lahai-roi (Beer-jerahmeel) 
and Beersheba. These are, at any rate, among the * sanctu¬ 
aries of Israel.* The name of Israel reminds us specially of 
Shechem and Bethel (see E . Bib ., ‘Jacob,* § 6). Now 
‘ Shechem * comes from ‘ Cusham,* and ‘ Bethel ’ is the southern 
place of that name. So, too, throughout Amos the southern 
Bethel is meant The ‘house of Israel* ( v . 10) means the 
Israel in the Negeb (cp. on vi. 14^). It is from its territory 
in the Negeb that Israel is to be led away captive (vii. 11). 
Apparently Jeroboam, king of Israel, was at this time at 
Shimron, which (see on Hos. viii. 6) was probably not far 
from Beth-el or Beth-on; Shimron was frequently resorted 
to by the kings of Israel. Of Bethel, Amaziah says that 
it was ‘a royal sanctuary* (ton “l^tronpD). ‘A royal 
sanctuary* (Wellh., Now., etc.) is of course grammatically 
possible, but we shall perhaps see (on 1 K. xii. 29 /) that 
Jeroboam really made only one ‘ calf of gold,* and placed it 
at Beth-el or Dan. Amaziah adds, ton n:>f?DD ITT). This 
can hardly be a mere paraphrase of ton BTrpD. In 1 S. 
xxvii. 5 n^Don TV, and in 2 S. xii. 26 imSorr TV are 
rendered by German translators, ‘die Hauptstadt,* or ‘die 
Residenzstadt.* But in the former passage mbo&Tl and in 
the latter seem to be corruptions of (see 

notes). And so here. '00 m adds something fresh to 
1^0 ttrrpD, viz. that Beth-el is ‘the house of Jerahmeel.* 
(This confirms the theory [ E . Bib ., col. 2619] that 
‘Bethel* is a broken-down form of ‘ Beth-jerahmeel.*) 
That the worship of oriT (Yarham, i.e. rrT ‘moon,* with 
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mimmation) was practised at the southern Beth-el, is 
altogether probable. Ahab built a 1 house of Baal in 
Shimron (i K. xvi. 32, see note), which Jehu is said to 
have destroyed (2 K. x. 27)- But is this statement 
historical ? At any rate, we learn from another record (in 
2 K. x. 29) that Jehu clung to the cultus reinstituted at 
Beth-el by the first Jeroboam, so that, even if Ahab’s 
sanctuary at Shimron was destroyed, the older temple at 
Beth-el remained, and the deity worshipped in both temples 
was the same. The Baal of Ahab was not even foreign to 
Canaan ; still less was it foreign to the Negeb. The popular 
cultus of Baal-jerahmeel could not therefore be destroyed. 
It had, of course, its own prophets, and Amos, the prophet 
of Yahwfe, was, from Amaziah’s point of view, superfluous 
there. Let him flee to the land where Yahwfe was (theo¬ 
retically) the sole acknowledged deity, and ply his trade 
there! 

vii. 14/I npis and d^G are both difficulties. Can ipH 
really mean ‘ herdsman ’ (see Ges.-Bu., s.v.) ? And is it likely 
that a herdsman would also be ‘ one who nips the fruit of 
the sycomore ? ’ Or that Amos would mention these details 
to Amaziah ? Or indeed that the fine poet whose works lie 
before us in Amos was either one or the other ? It is a very 
slight palliative to emend np'Q into Ip'O (see on i. 1), though 
the suggestion is natural, for the words do resemble each 
other, and have a common origin, both being corruptions of 
[Q-i]nvp. (Now we see whence the author of the heading 
in i. 1 derived his information.) D->op» cbn can be similarly 
accounted for. Read DljftlDO Womrp, a gloss on DTlvp.— 
< Yahwe took me from behind the flock ’—like David. But, 
as in 1 S. xvi. 11, 19, xvii. 34 and elsewhere, ]N2 is a corrup¬ 
tion of btWDOr (cp. on (VS, vi. 1), and •'inn, as very often, of 
^NDITV (cp. on Ps. lxxviii. 71). The two words (VlT and 
'otBi) are competing variants. Read, therefore, mrp 'Onp v i 
(SnsdBTd] ^NDTTVD, ‘ and Yahwe took me from Jerahmeel ’ 
(i.e. from a place so called). The passage does not deny 
that Amos was an Israelite, but states that before the great 
national religious interest absorbed him, he had shared the 
common life of Israelites in the city of Jerahmeel. 

Chap. viii. 8 , ix. 5. Nowhere is the confusion between 
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cri?t? and Dyisn more fatal than here. The passage is really 
a prophecy of captivity (like iv. 3, v. 26/); there is there¬ 
fore no temptation to deny that Amos wrote it. Read (com¬ 
paring in Jer. xxii. 28 and the erroneous iwo in Isa. 
xxiii. 10), D-nsm jnfo3 n^NDnr ^jjwn> The scribe 

had a very ill-timed recollection of Jer. xivi. 7 f ix. 5, of 
course, is a mere repetition. 

viii. 9. tin dv is unparalleled. Read DV *fuQ (cp. 
Jer. xv. 9). 

viii. 1 o. Tn; *ttp, as in Zech. xii. 1 o (see note), 

should be ^NDm\ The reference seems to be to some 
great religious function at the sanctuary of Beth-el or Beth- 
jerahmeel. Then follows in MT. ip d‘v? Prn v inN"i. Here 
ID DTO reminds us of ttPDN DV> in Jer. xvii.16, which = 
C' , ^NSDtD\ Both 'a and nmriN evidently come, partly 
by corruption, partly by manipulation, from ^NonT. Read, 
therefore, simply ^HDnT bntO irnottn. 

viii. 14. p*ipi& nDffiN3. ‘Amos never attacks the 
golden calf, nor indeed any detail of worship. He will have 
used some harmless name for the Yahwe of Bethel, which 
was afterwards corrected ’ (Wellh.). So much, at least, must 
be true, that Amos used some divine title which was manipu¬ 
lated by a later editor, and in searching for this title we may 
take a suggestion from 2 K. xvii. 30, where the men of Babel 
(Jerahmeel) worship Succoth [Benoth], i.e. Cushith ; those 
of Cuth (Cush) worship Nergal, i.e. Jerahmeel; and those 
of Hamath (Maacath) worship Ashima, i.e. presumably, 
Ismeelith. The first and the third of these deities are the 
great Cushite or Ishmaelite or Jerahmeelite goddess of whom 
we seem to hear wherever the MT. brings before us as 
the title of a heathen deity, and when Jeremiah is made to 
speak of a popular deity called the ‘ queen of heaven ’ (see 
on Jer. iii. 24, vii. 18). Read, therefore, jvip© TV^NSDBPa, 

‘ by the Ishmaelite goddess of Shimron.’ For TT"T, Winckler 
suggests Tprr (cp. E. Bib., col. 157). In illustration of the 
reference to Shimron and other holy cities cp. Isa. xxviii. 7 /, 
the true text of which must run nearly thus— 

wq fnpifcn I Winra Djrt 

;p;i Wpap I jnptjfanip jnS 
: ^Nonv I fnpmri ivn 
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L They even commit error in Jerahmeel, they go astray in 
Shimron. Priest and prophet commit error in Shimron, they 
go to ruin in Jaman. They go astray in Shimron, they 
commit error in all the temple-halls of Jerahmeel. ("inSd, 
^p, and Dipo h = ^Norrp; rma = Cp. = 'nr, 

Gen. xii. 8, 2 K. vi. 8, Hos. ii. i. 'is and ip = ttr» and 'nr 
respectively, Isa. xxviii. io.) 

Chap. ix. 7. 4 Degenerate Israel is no more in Yahwe's 

eyes than the despised Ethiopians/ But were the Ethiopians 
despised ? At any rate, the presumption is that the nearer 
Cushites—those of N. Arabia—are meant. That the 4 Philis¬ 
tines 1 came from ‘Caphtor* is not proved by Jer. xlvii. 4, 
and that 4 Aram 1 came from 4 Kir * certainly does not har¬ 
monise very well with the statement in i. 5. And does not 
the statement that Yahwfe has directed the history of other 
nations just as much as he has directed that of Israel conflict 
with the assurance given by Yahwe in iii. 2, 4 You alone have 
I known of all the families of the earth 1 ? Must we not 
correct thus—niirnp ennyiyi DriNp 71 'bin btnw'' -n« tffocr 
fpHprrrp cnsn. The verse thus becomes, 4 Are ye more to 
me than the Cushites, saith Yahwe? Surely I will cause 
Israel to go into exile from their land, and the Zarephathites 
from Rehoboth, and Aram from Jerahmeel/ For 4 Caphtor,' 
see on Gen. x. 14 ; for ‘ Kir/ see on i. 5. 
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It is hoped that the origin and significance of both parts of 
Obadiah have been correctly set forth in E, Bib., * Obadiah 
(Book)/ Part I consists of vv. 1-14 and 15^; part 2 of 
w. 15 a and 16-21. Some further light, however, can be 
thrown on the textual difficulties. — V. 5. T** HYltD'DN 
Tnvtni (not in Jer.) is clearly superfluous. How shall we 
account for it ? The explanation has been suggested by a 
wider experience of MT.’s errors. For v 7Ttt&> see note on Ps. 
v. 9 (^TTitD); for notes on Ps. lxxiv. 16, xci. 5. 'aro** 
has come from ; T* from fwonv; nmol:) also 

from 'nr (3, as often, stands for the final ^). ‘Asshur, 
Ishmael, Jerahmeel,* are a scribe’s gloss on D' 131 , and should 
be relegated to the margin. 

V ♦ 6. 'itoDnD (as E. Bib.) comes from 1'jTiltpnp; 3©$, 
not from VQ©3, but from (Isa. xix. 13). 'so 3313 (as 

E. Bib.) probably represents *pn 33 in 31313 .— V. 7. ^ 31 im 3 . 
No doubt some place-name or ethnic lies hidden here, prob¬ 
ably T3, a gloss on '31 ''tom f? 3 . 13 n^a> should be 

13 f> 3 D (|| TN^n). if? 3 ^ represents f?D (twice over).— 
V ’ yb , according to Wellh., Nowack, and Selbie (Hastings, 
DB ), is hopelessly corrupt. Not so. (g’s eveSpa (TiSD or 
rmso, Selbie) should have put the critics on the scent. 
Read rnim 33 HD f?N 3 DBT> f?NDrrr, again a gloss (as E. Bib.). 
The scribe pleases himself with enumerating the friends and 
allies of Edom. Note that does not represent lortf?; in 
fact 'ar and 't are synonyms. V. y ends with 31 n 33 in pw. 
Most probably the editor wished to provide a link with v. 8, 
but tried to use up some corrupt material; underneath 
33in3*'N may lie but we cannot be so sure of this as 

of the correction of Tn rbb ( y. 5) and of bxSTl (v. y). 

146 



V. 12 


OBADIAH 


147 


In vv. & f again the hand of the editor is visible ; de¬ 
scription has been converted into prediction. Here, too, 
however, old material may have been used up, and strange 
as it may seem to those unaquainted with the phenomena 
of scribal error, it is perfectly possible that the opening words 
of v. 8 are an expansion of two miswritten ^ndttp. Plainly 
the scribes knew nothing of the doings of the N. Arabians; the 
interest of the Jews was not in history but in religion. After 
this editorial recast had been made it was natural to alter 'niN 
(which was probably the original reading) into One 

may, however, perhaps ask whether rrMrr iTO« should not 
be restored, following the suggestion of Jer. xlix. 7. Sppp 
at the end of the verse is not a gloss on Dpnp ; such super¬ 
fluous glosses are not to be thought of. Gratz ( Gesch . ii. 66) 
would read f?j*npp, ‘from Joktheel*; see 2 K. xiv. 7, 
where Gratz supposes the city of Petra to be referred to. 
The identification of ‘ Joktheel * with Petra is an error (see 
E . Bib., ‘ Joktheel'), but the correction shows insight. There 
is the strongest probability that both in 2 K. and f?Dp 
here are corruptions of A scribe wrote ^NDnVD as 

a gloss on nim In his own time the old Mount Jerah- 
meel had become the ‘ mount of Esau ’; cp. the gloss ‘ mount 
of Esau' for 4 Negeb * in v. 19 a. 

Vv. 10 f may perhaps, as elsewhere, represent 

S^onT. DTI comes from DVT)S; on its second occurrence 
*£>TF rniD follows, i.e. ^NDnv “nSD fpNSDBT, ‘ Ishmael, 
Missur, Jerahmeel *; this is a gloss on Read, there¬ 
fore, 'nos DTns. The || line should probably be 

Vps Q^wonT'l. On MT/s D'Hm, see on Isa. ii. 6. Nil 
and Dll can be confounded (Isa. xli. 25); besides, the m in 
nsD may represent d. The next line should be, 

ITsfp" 1 O^WSDBT. 'w and 'ottT are now and then confounded 
(eg. Zech. xii. 11); on blM '\Tsb\ see on Ps. xxii. 19. 
DHO TTOO nriN-Di presupposes a false view of v. 11, which 
describes the calamity briefly referred to in rnrjm (v. 10). 
nriM-Dl is an editorial insertion (from v. 13); DHO “inwS 
represents d^hdTTTO which has come in from the margin. 
There it not improbably stood as a correction of TOD ( v . 12). 

V. 12. Vim, like Q-nm, represents or d^ndht, 

a variant to DYO, i.e. Read, T i nN[l] N-jS'Vi 
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D^NonTfr]. Here the writer throws himself back into the 
time of Edom’s great offence, of which the calamity impend¬ 
ing over him is the retribution {non debuisses). He sees 
Edom joining the other neighbouring peoples in triumphing 
over unhappy Judah, and deceiving and capturing its fugitives. 
Those very peoples will now assemble to mock at Edom’s 
distress. For DT1N DTI read D'Q'UO, and for rm DTI read 
D'HSDD (ms, i.e. tisd, is a correction of DTI, ie. D'O'is). F° r 
TO fmn-Wi read T01 TsSrrSw (^Tin and rsfpn, often 
confounded). 

V . 13 a {a and b) are variants to v . 12a; they should 
run, D^NSDttn hnrrbw {a\ and nn«‘D2 

Id'TDD mini ( b ).— V . 13^ continues z/. 12. Read ^prrSifn 
DTO T^ni3. MT. is grammatically impossible, and no 
weak remedy will produce an adequate sense. 

V. 14. pnprT - ^. ‘Was f B bedeute, weiss man nicht r 
(Wellh.). BDB gives ‘parting of the ways’; Ges., (13) ‘Scheide- 
weg.’ (f§ eVt ra? Zieicfiokas avrov ( avr&v). The word is 
one of the non-existent words still recognised in dictionaries. 
In Nah. iii. 1 it is supposed to mean ‘Gewaltthat’ (Ges., (8> 
Nowack), ‘ Gewalt * (Wellh.), ‘ Mord ’ (Hitzig), ‘ die in 
Sicherheit gebrachte Beute ’ (Ges. (18) ), ‘ plunder, as snatched 
away’ (BDB). This, however, is a pure assumption. 
Almost certainly, as in Isa. lxv. 4, p'lD should be pno, 
t\e. f?NDriT (cp. E. Bzb.y ‘ Rekem ’). 

V. 19. Of vv, 19 b y 20, and 21 a Wellh. remarks that 
‘ the text suffers again and again from incurable injuries,' 
though the general sense of v. 20 can be seen, viz. that the 
exiles of N. Israel and those of Jerusalem (who are dis¬ 
tinguished) shall receive their respective shares of the new 
provinces of the Messianic kingdom. This, however, is a 
mistake. It may seem indeed to be supported by v. 18 in 
which the 1 house of Jacob ’ and the ‘ house of Joseph ’ are 
spoken of, but there is reason to think that ‘ Joseph * originally 
meant one portion of the Israelite population in the Negeb. 
The ‘Jacob’ and the ‘Joseph’ who are to be brought back 
are the Judahites and Israelites who had formerly occupied 
the region of the south. The Negeb, which had formerly 
been the ‘ mountain-land of Jerahmeel ’ (a name not obnoxious 
to the Israelites, who were themselves of the old Jerahmeelite 
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stock), had become ‘the mountain-land of Esau/ and the 
Shephelah had been occupied by the Philistines. This evil 
should now be remedied, for the house of Jacob and of 
Joseph should occupy the Negeb and the Shephelah. (irrrtN 
WS and D^nQ5f?D“riN are glosses; Wellh.) To understand 
what follows, we must build on results won elsewhere; i.e. 
it is the southern Ephraim, Shimron, Benjamin, and Gilead 
which are spoken of. ]n '23 should probably be coupled with 
pots. 

V. 20. It is tempting to emend rfart into This 

would enable us to start a fresh sentence, and '&m'\ would 
form a perfect parallel to ittTP (yv. 17, 19). But coming 
just after 3 sbl, it is most critical to regard here (as in 
Am. i. 6) as a corruption of (a dittographed) mbl, especially 
as the next group of letters ^nn has most probably come 
from bmrr, a corruptly written f?NDnT ; cp. ^mrro = 
in an Ashhurite genealogy, 1 Chr. iv. 8. Thus we get the 
reading ^NDriT nihl, ‘ Gilead of Jerahmeel/ It should be 
noted that three out of the five occurrences of bn, viz. Ob. 20, 
Isa. xxvi. 1, 1 K. xxi. 23, are liable to much doubt. In 
Isa. xxvi. 1, for instance, read ‘ To be had in reverence (pw) 
is our God; he has delivered us from Ishmael * ('lzurt&rr 
[^Nonvo] f?N$DttTD). Ml 'b appears to be superfluous ; 

perhaps, however, rrtrr, which precedes, comes from mnn. 
If so, we get the statement, ‘ And Jerahmeelite Gilead shall 
belong to the sons of Israel/ DMSOD comes, according 
to parallels elsewhere, from D^j? ptf, D^orrr rbn from 'vhl 
a variant to 3201 . Similarly T1DD1 = 

D^riDnl pN, a variant to's 11? 'p pH. Cp. yrj r&v Xava- 
vaicov, and (for TiQDl) ew E $pa0a, and see E. Bib ., ‘ Sepharad/ 
'31271 ItDT is a dittographic expansion of 31271 WiM 

(v. 19). 

V. 21. DM>ono, ‘ unintelligible * (Now.). Read DrwrottT. 
The whole clause should run, 'nttT im 'bin ; represents 
some popular corruption of So in Am. vi. 1 ; cp. 

E . Bib., c Zion/ nm^on should, of course, be 
(see on Am. vii. 12); possibly, too, mrrS should be HTirr^. 
See on Zech. xiv. Sb, and cp. E. Bib., ‘Obadiah [Book]/ § 5. 
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We have little to do here but develop and supplement 
E. Bib., ‘ Prophet,’ § 44, comparing, however, * Jonah, 
Book of.’ Our starting-point must, of course, be 2 K. 
xiv. 25, where it is stated that Jeroboam II. ‘recovered the 
territory of Israel from the entrance of Maacath to the 
Yaman of Arabia, according to the word of Israel’s God, 
Yahwfc, which he spoke through his servant the prophet . . .,’ 
and in v. 28 that he ‘ recovered Cusham and the Maacath 
of Jerahmeel for Israel ’ (see Crit. Bib.). It was a portion 
of the Negeb and of the adjoining land of Cusham that 
Jeroboam ‘recovered’ for Israel, and the prophet who 
announced this was, like most of the prophets, himself a 
man of the Negeb, nav, as in Jer. xxv. 38, xlvi. 16, 1 . 16, 
Zech. iii. 1, comes from "W, ‘Javanite,’ (i.e. Jamanite = 
Jerahmeelite), and tidn from ■'Msd, ‘ Maacathite.’ ‘ Gath- 
hepher ’ must have been a southern locality ; * Hepher ’ was 
a son of Ashhur (1 Chr. iv. 6); the land of Hepher was 
regarded as Cushite (see on 1 K. iv. 10, and E. Bib., 
‘ Solomon,’ § 6). See also E. Bib., ‘ Eliphelet.’ The Gath- 
hepher of Josh. xix. 13, like the other names in the list, 
was probably drawn from a geographical document relative 
to the Negeb. All this explains how Jonah came by his 
name and by his interest in the Negeb; we presuppose, 
of course, the correctness of the general view of the course 
of Israelite history required by our textual criticism, and 
summed up elsewhere. The story in the Book of Jonah is, 
in fact, most probably a Midrash on 2 K. xiv. 25, explaining 
how the capital of Jerahmeel escaped destruction. It states 
that the prophet Jonah (Yevani) had a mission to the city 
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of Jerahmeel, i.e. the capital of Cusham—a mission such as 
Elijah or Elisha is elsewhere represented to have had. From 
Gath-hepher he ‘went down* to v^D* 1 (Japhia)—for so we 
should read in v. 3 for 'ter (Japho = Joppa!), and joined 
himself to a caravan (read, not rnw, but nms) which 
happened to be going to Asshur,—not in order to escape 
from Yahw£’s territory, but to fulfil his mission. If so, 
DTl^D was originally D^HDnr. The story of the tempest 
and the lot-casting may have once had an independent 
existence, and referred to some other person than Jonah ; it 
looks much like folk-lore (cp. E. Bib., * Jonah/ § 5). The 
‘ great fish’ seems an editorial addition in the style of the 
reference to the dragon in Jer. li. 34, 44 ; it implies the 
favourite dragon-myth, rm* 3 , as in Nah. ii. 9, iii. 7, Gen. 
x. nf comes from *?NE>rTT ; the Jerahmeelite or Cushite 
capital is meant. In iii. 3 the editor fell into much error. 
He thinks that the story represents Nineveh as a city of 
the past (nrrn), and, as it were, supernaturally large 
(DTlW? HTm); it was a ‘three days’ journey/ Jonah 
himself only went a single day’s journey in it. But, as in 
Gen. x. 12 (cp. also Judith i. 1), r6m TV comes either from 
nzbl TV, ‘ city of Gilead,’ or from ^NDTIT TV, ‘ city of Jerah¬ 
meel ’; the latter origin is favoured by which 

certainly comes from (a gloss) ; and also 

represent corruptions of that word, and nm*?tD (numerals are 
apt to conceal ethnics!) comes from a variant *?NVDm\ 
Similarly in iii. 4 irm DV ^bnn TV! springs from a cor¬ 
ruption of f?NoriT TV 3 , and in iv. 5 TV*? D'Tpo = *?Nonr TV 
(a gloss on TVH ]d). We now understand how it was that 
‘Jonah’ was so respectfully treated in the foreign city. 
Yahwe was well-known in Cusham, as the story of Elisha 
shows (2 K. viii. 7 fff See Crit. Bib ., ‘Jonah, Book of.’ 

We now turn to the inserted psalm. In ii. 6 tmin *pD 
is odd and certainly corrupt. Parallel corruptions 
elsewhere justify us in reading TEN Savo^ ; it is a 
gloss on the figurative expression ‘the waters/ (b 
represents f?NVDt&*'; cp. Crit Bib . on Ezek. xxvii. 24, where 
Dolinin = ^NVDttP). I n v* 10 read with Gratz mow, and see 
on Ps. liv. 8. 

In the rest of the book only two new corrections occur. 
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In iv. 8 rvcni} nnj? nn is undeniably difficult. Probably 
we should read [rmrr®] ^NDnT rm, ‘ a wind of Jerahmeel 
[a Shihorite].’ A wind of Jerahmeel means a sirocco. 
‘Shihorite’ ( = Asshurite, rnrtmt*) is a gloss. Cp. on Jer. 
iv. 11 /, where * a wind of the desert of the Zarephathites ’ 
is parallel to ‘a wind of Jerahmeel.’ See also E. Bib., 
‘Wind,’ § 4. iv. ii, being parallel to iii. 3 b, must also be 
corrupt. The key to it is given, partly by that passage, 
partly by Gen. x. 11 f. (see note). Beautiful as the moral 
sentiment is, we must give half the credit of this to the 
editor; the original writer would never have used the 
strange expression found here for ‘ young children,’ and how 
improbable a conclusion for the narrative is iroroi! 
The true and highly effective close of the story is, ‘ And 
should not 1 have pity on Jerahmeel ’ ? The words under¬ 
lying the sequel are, first, asSa T'V. Then come three 
further definitions, first, niam amt* ; then, 

dim rrom ion ; then, mam*? [f?Ni>ot»->i po; pa arcs ^onr. 
The fullest is the last, ‘ between Jamin (cp. pit-*, 1 S. 
ix. 4) and Rehoboth.’ for na-QP and mam for 

rmn and naa (the latter representing a correction of nona) 
are easy corrections. For nona = 'a, cp. Ps. (2) on Ps. xxxvi. 7. 
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Chap. I. i. —The heading in its present form gives two 
alternative definitions of the present * word of Yahwe/ viz. 
(i) ( that came to Micah the Morasthite in the days of 
Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, kings of Judah/ and (2) * which 
he saw concerning ]n&© and Jerusalem/ According to 
Wellh. and Nowack, the latter is a iater insertion, and the 
former should be shortened by the omission of * in the days 
of/ etc. It is also possible, however, that the later editor 
partly rewrote the heading in order to bring in the chrono¬ 
logical statement referred to, and that the original heading 
was of the type represented by Isa. ii. 1, i.e . that it ran 
thus,— oSarm 'namon tit d rrm ien mrr m 

The title ■‘namo (cp. Jer. xxvi. 18) apparently rests on 
tradition. But where was Moresheth ? If we are right in 
holding that the subject most present to the minds of Amos 
and Hosea was the fate of the Israelites (and Judahites?) in 
the Negeb, we may well consider the possibility that the 
fate of the Judahites in the Negeb (both Israel and Judah 
seem to have occupied parts of this region) may have shared 
the interest of Micah with the fate of Zion or Jerusalem. 
The only way to get a satisfying insight into Micah is to 
assume that this was indeed the case. Hence in i. 1 we 
shall have to read fntpm (cp. on Am. iii 9, iv. 1), and to 
look for Moresheth (whence moralti) in the Negeb. 

i. 5-7. Throughout the prophets we see that the 
greatest danger to the religion of Israel and of Judah arose 
from Jerahmeel. Hence Svhat is the transgression of 
Jacob? Is it not Shimron? , Cp. Am. viii. 14, where the 
true text may have referred to the 4 Ishmaelitish 9 goddess 

153 
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worshipped at Shimron. ‘ And what is the sin of the house 
of Judah? Is it not Ishmael?’ Here we read of course 
rmrr TO nNbrr (with Kuenen, Wellh., Now.); also we 
correct D i ?2)'iv into Wow (cp. Jer. iv. 15-17; these two 
names are elsewhere confounded). Still more accurately, 
however, we might read ^NoriT ; ‘ Ishmael ’ and * Jerahmeel ’ 
were obviously interchangeable. By * Jerahmeel ’ some great 
religious centre in the Negeb is meant; cp. on 2 K. xxiii. 8, 
Jer. ii. 34, iii. 24, from which passages it is clear how awful 
the ‘sin’ practised at Jerahmeel was. The sin of Shimron, 
too, was black enough in the eyes of Micah, as v. 7 shows ; 
it only lacked the added horror of the sacrifice of children. 

i. 8-16. A lament over the fall of the cities (probably) 
of the Negeb, which is the prelude to the fall of Jerusalem. 
V. 1 o has been much discussed ; see E. Bib., ‘ Gath,’ ‘ Giloh.’ 
From our present vantage-ground, however, we can perhaps 
see more clearly than before into some of the obscurities of 
the text. V. 10 a has long perplexed interpreters, nor does 
(see Now.) give any real help. Probably we should read 
thus,—Iain fwtWQ 'ib-un mi I^in (Elhorst, Wi.) is 
suggested by Pesh.; T and b are easily confounded. The 
m intended may be Gath-hephcr, certainly a southern 
locality (see on Jonah, ad inti.). ‘ Gath ’ means * wine¬ 
press ’; with a bitter humour the prophet says, ‘ In Winepress- 
town exult not.’ An exact parallel is produced by reading, 
for Sn *D 3, frOON!. Eshcol (as if ‘grape-cluster’) was in 
the Negeb (see E. Bib., ‘ Negeb,’ § 7); possibly it comes 
from ‘ Eshkol,’ and this from ‘ Ishmael’ (d and p con¬ 
founded). The mss spoken of was Ophrah, which appears 
to have been a place in the Negeb within easy distance 
of the city of Cusham (this depends on the correctness of 
the view that the scene of the original story of Gideon 
was in the Negeb ; sec on Judg. vi. 11). ‘ Shaphir ’ (v. 11) 

comes either from ‘Shamir’ (Josh. xv. 48), which the 
original document used by P very possibly placed in the 
mountains of the Negeb (see ad loci), or from ‘Sepher’ 
or ‘ Sopher,’ attested by nsD rmp, which, however, may be 
a corruption of nais 'p, ‘ city of Zarephath.’ ‘ Zaanan ’ (see 
E. Bib., ‘ Zaanan ’), according to analogy, should come from 
‘ Ishmael.’ The corruption was no doubt very early. 
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Another form of the name is * Zenan ’; see Josh. xv. 37, 
where ‘ Zenan ’ is grouped with ‘ Hadashah ’ (? from * Ashhur ’), 
Joktheel (from * Jerahmeel ’), and Lachish (? = Eshcol). In 
v. 12 ‘Maroth’ should be ‘Jarmuth’; cp. Josh. xv. 35, 
where it is followed by ‘ Adullam ’ (from ‘ Jerahmeel ’ ?) and 
‘Socoh’ (rather ‘Cushah’ ?); cp. E. Bib., ‘Jarmuth. ‘Jar¬ 
muth’ (cp. ‘Jeremoth’) is doubtless connected with ‘Jerah¬ 
meel.’ On v. 13 cp. JQR, x. 5 76/.; note, however, that 
vnb here, as in 2 K. xviii. 14, is probably a popular cor¬ 
ruption of (Eshcol). It is true that ‘ Eshcol ’ has 

already been referred to in v. 10 (corr. text). There, how¬ 
ever, it was only mentioned in order to produce a jeu de 
mots, whereas here there is a much more serious purpose. 

* It (Eshcol) is the chief sin for the people of Zion.’ How ? 
Because of the fascination exercised by the sanctuary of 
Eshcol on Israelite pilgrims. The expression suggests that 
‘ Eshcol ’ (Ishmael ?) was closely connected with the southern 
Bethel (also called Dan?), where Jeroboam placed the 
‘golden calf’ (see on 1 K. xii. 28-30). 

i. 14 f j-13 norpo. Possibly m should be na, and jvs 
has dropped out. Because Eshcol was the prime occasion 
of sin to bath-siyydn, therefore thou, O bath-siyydn, shalt 
have to bid farewell to Moresheth (see E. Bib., ‘ Morasthite ). 
Moresheth, or rather Morashah, appears to be another form 
of Mareshah, adopted to suggest the meaning ‘ betrothed.’ 
Read perhaps in v. 15 — 

rrBNio romv "hS-on bnt?p-“r? 

: bisntoi TQ3 N'-a; d-'Shdttp-'-ts 

The writer anticipates that the Israelites (Judahites?) in the 
Negeb will be carried captive into N. Arabia (cp. iv. 10, 
Am. iv. 3, v. 27). That the Mareshah of this passage and 
of 2 Chr. xiv. 9 f. (cp. E. Bib. ‘ Zephathah ’) is in the Negeb, 
is not a bold supposition.—rrpN. Cp. Josh. xv. 44, Achzib 
and Mareshah together ; Gen. xxxviii. 5, TO (a place-name) 
connected with Shelah, b. Judah; 1 Chr. iv. 21 f., Mareshah 
and Cozeba (m 3?3) similarly connected. Cozeba is also con¬ 
nected (in 1 Chr. l.c.) with Itfin, or more probably with -1*40 
(cp. -att, bath-[Mis]sur, Num. xxv. 15, 18). We may con¬ 
clude that Achzib (Chezib), like Mareshah, was in the 
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ii. 4 


Negeb.—D^rrs, most probably = xh-ft or ofriN = *?NDrrP or 
D^WDnr. See on 1 S. xxii. 1. 

CHAP. ii. 4-6. I fear the restoration in Nowack will 
hardly stand; historical allusions are indispensable, and 
parallel cases of corruption ought to put us on the right 
track. In v . 4 t»n -per is almost certainly from Snotit ; 
*h WD' 1 and from Read— 


: pWr tonto bt&avn I fwonr pbn' 

In v . 6 there are also indications of ethnics, but the passage 
cannot be restored till we rightly understand v . 8. As¬ 
suming the restoration of v. 8 given in the next note, we 
may read v. 6 thus, IT! ^NDrrp“D* ^btpQn tkhlj, 1 do ye 
not go on raids with Jerahmeel, O house of Jacob’? The 
accusation is that unpatriotic Israelitish nobles in the Negeb 
join their Jerahmeelite neighbours in making raids on 
Israelitish territory. 'few* . . . is made up by 

the redactor out of a dittographed and corrupt form of 
*Arr. mof?D, and TiDNil arose quite naturally 

out of corrupt forms of ^ndjtp ; JLD*' xb probably comes 
from V 7 is probably an editorial insertion ; it 

breaks the connection. 

ii. 8. The current explanations are vague and un¬ 
satisfactory. Read probably nearly as follows—bwpnT'i 
tomn rap yysrnp pamon mp; ‘And 

when Jerahmeel arises as a foe, with Ishmael ye make 
raids, with Arabia of Tebah ye make captives.’ From 
Gen. xxii. 24 we may infer that Tebah (see E. Bib., ‘ Tebah ’) 
was near Maachah. This view of the passage suits v. 9 
perfectly. Note that StfonT has become VioriN, as in 
1 S. x. ii, Ps. xc. 4. is probably a fragment of f?ND7m\ 
an intrusion from the margin ; ncrr^D is another attempt to 
make sense of a badly written 'nT. 

Chap. iii. 12. For molf? read ^DHT npib. The 
meaning is, the mountain of the temple shall indeed retain 
its sanctity, but the ttumen of the spot shall be no longer 
Yahwfe but Jerahmeel (see on Zeph. i. 5). like tjp 
(J air) and the second part of Q'n^ imp, is a corruption of 
7 NDTTP. So in vii. 14. 

Note that the description in iv. 8-10#, v. 9-14 [10-15] 
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forms a connected passage (post-exilic) in our revised text. 
See E . 2W5., * Micah/ col. 3072. 

Chap. iv. 8 . jr-s-m YTJrblio nnur The meaning 
is obscure. According to Wellh., 4 it is presupposed that 
Jerusalem is no longer a city, but only a “ tower of flocks ” in 
the desert, or a hill where a city was once situated/ But 
what an extraordinary way of conveying this idea! If, 
however, we take the passage in connection with Gen. 
xxxv. 21 (see ad loc.) f and with other prophetic passages in 
which the destruction of the N. Arabian peoples (represent¬ 
ing the foes of Israel) is anticipated, we may probably read 
thus— 

nwyi nnm fprra [n’j* h'lip] nnhn 

j D^nnT-ra b cdm 

* And as for thee, O Jerahmeel [Arabian fortress], Zion’s 
people—thy foes will I bring, and the Ishmaelites and the 
Asshurites shall come to the people of Jerusalem/ 

It is a prophecy of an attack upon Jerusalem by the 
combined peoples of N. Arabia. Jerusalem is called ‘ Jerah¬ 
meel,* perhaps alluding to Isa. xxix. i f (see ad loc.). To 
explain his meaning, the writer adds bath-siyydn . The sug¬ 

gestion is that Jerusalem is no better than a Jerahmeelite city, 
or, as the gloss suggests, than an Arabian fortress ; morally 
as well as historically, 4 thy father was an Amorite (Jerah¬ 
meelite),* Ezek. xvi. 3. @’s insertion i/c Ba( 3 v\S>vo <? (preced¬ 

ing tj} ’dvyarpl lepovaaXrjfi) has not yet been adequately 
accounted for. The underlying fits perfectly well into 
the revised text, 4 the Ishmaelites, etc. shall come from 
i.e. from Jerahmeel. 

iv. 10. Wellh. remarks, ‘These two verses (-w . 9 f ) 
which seem to be antithetical to v . 8 (note nm?), neverthe¬ 
less do not join on to it. For they presuppose that Jeru¬ 
salem is still inhabited and that the kingdom still exists ; 
they prophesy the siege of the city and the exile of its 
inhabitants/ The revised text of v. 8 , however, permits the 
antithesis which vv. 9 f in the MT. seems to Wellh. to dis¬ 
allow. Read probably, as v . 10a— 

: ^pTTp mripa ropah 'Msa rrns ->3 rrjVvp fvs-na ■'pm 
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‘ Writhe and groan, 0 people of Zion, for now must thou 
go out and dwell in the highland of JerahmeeL’ 

The reader may perhaps surmise that mpD (@ e/e 
iroXeay^) has been overlooked. Not so ; it is really a corrup¬ 
tion of ^NDrrP, and should stand after 7TTBQ. This is one 
of those cases in which editorial manipulation has succeeded 
in producing a text, not, indeed, perfectly satisfactory, but 
yet plausible enough to escape being suspected. Nowack 
remarks, * mp, although without the article, is of course Jeru¬ 
salem, and as opposed to residence in the city, dwelling in 
the field (ma?l man) points to the fact that the Jerahmeel- 
ites are now given up as a prey to the inclemency of the 
weather, the attacks of wild beasts, and the like/ This, 
however, puts undue pressure on the words. There is a call 
for a keener textual criticism. The possibility that mp 
(like Tp) may come from ^NDJTP, must be admitted. If, 
now, we suppose that, after corruption had taken place, the 
word was transferred by the editor to a different position, 
and that originally it stood after man, we can dispense with 
the forced explanation of mpD and man 'a? offered by 
Nowack, and bring the passage into harmony with the con¬ 
text (- v . 8), as explained above. Whether *an for Ttt is an 
adequate correction, is an insignificant and subordinate point. 
The avSpifrv of must be based on a different but 

not more correct text.—There remain the words, nsm 
^55^, which Kuenen, Wellh., Nowack, and in 1882 the 
present writer, have excised as an interpolation. Most prob¬ 
ably, indeed, they are so, but like the "mo presupposed by 
@ in v. 8 (see above), they fit quite well into the context 
(fm = 'nr). 

iv. 10 £-14, v. 4/ [3 /] seems to be an editorial inser¬ 
tion, telling how the Jews, while on Jerahmeelite soil, will be 
delivered, and how the Ishmaelite plunderers will suffer a 
crushing defeat at Zarephath (E. Bib., l.c .). 

iv. 14 [v. 1]. A much misunderstood passage ! Nowack 
renders the opening words, * And now cut thyself, O daughter 
. . . (?).* As to 'ann, it is surely best to read 'njnn; YTQ 
has not arisen through dittography, but is a corruption of 
(Gilead in the Negeb). V. 14 b, Nowack thinks, refers 
to the shameful treatment in store for the king. But surely 
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v. 4 

the smiting the judge of Israel on the cheek with the stick 
comes in rather strangely, especially after 4 he has laid siege 
against us/ Read the whole verse thus— 

''riprrbs ^ nEm:a T&p] m ^ijnn rm* 

: Snsdot ''pqJa-riN 

‘ Now stir thyself, O people of Gilead [Missur the Ishmael- 
ites] ; at Zarephath they shall smite the raiders of Ishmael 
on the cheek' (cp. Ps. Hi. 8). Here, however, the bracketed 
words are misplaced ; they should stand as marginal glosses 
on 4 the raiders of Ishmael/ 

QT for Dip is surely not difficult = d). 

nons for Join?, as in Am. i. 5 ; cp. ddd (Shaphat) also from 
SNSDttr for Cp. on Isa. xxx. 31. 

Chap. v. i [2]. rrrnpt* Dn^TP?. The key to this is 
supplied by Gen. xxxv. 19, xlviii. 7, Josh. xv. 59# ((®), 
where the gloss, 4 that is, Bethlehem/ attached to 4 Ephrath/ 
is quite correct. Cp. Ruth iv. 11 (Ephrathah and 4 Bethlehem ’ 
parallel). Both Ephrath and Bethlehem (Beth-jerahmeel) 
are names of the Negeb (see £ . Bib. y 4 Rachel's Sepulchre/ a). 
©, however, has B 7 ) 6 \ee/jb ohcoy ? ’E <j>pa 0 a, i.e. 4 Bethlehem, 
Beth-ephrath/ two alternative readings, of which Beth- 
ephrath is probably the more original. Read, therefore, 
mow m nriNl, and continue (with Hitz., Wellh., Now.) 
nTim Tssn. 

D^is i^p D^pp vnkSID^i. It is usual to compare iv. 8, 
i.e. to parallel the prophecy of the future nbt&DO by that of 
the future The 4 ruler ’ intended is a new David, who, 

in 4 antiquity/ in 4 the days of yore ’ proceeded from Beth¬ 
lehem. The 'no would be the points from which a genealogy 
springs. This seems to be right, so far as the new David 
and his birthplace are concerned, but the closing words of 
v. 1 are not explained by comparing iv. 8 (corrupt), but 
should be read ^NDflTD VlDI, 4 and ( = in fact) his goings 
forth ( = his origines ) are from Jerahmeel'; this is a gloss 
on 'h Vfpp. Both Dip and are easy corruptions 

of ^NDm\ 

v. 4 / -ncto dhw m rrrn. Does this mean, 4 and this 
one shall be peace/ or 4 and of this kind shall be the peace ? ’ 
In either case, trhw TTt gives no additional fulness to the 
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sense; it reads very awkwardly. The truth is that 'd m 
should be m (cp. the same error in Isa. xxvi. 3, 

xxxiii. 7, Zech. ix. 10), i.e. ‘ that is, Ishmael’; it is a gloss on 
YltDN (note the Pasek after 'n). For inmNl read W\jgi ; fiN 
and T$ are often confounded. The alternative is to change 
'oiNl into 'lDDDlNl (@ eVt X^P av which Now. 

adopts (cp. s). 

din •>D''p3 mbBTi D^h nyip ; Now. finds here the chiaro¬ 
scuro of the apocalyptic style. Better explanations may, 
however, be offered. (1) Comparing poi *rD 3 , Ezek. xxxii. 
30, where pDS is certainly the name of a region, one is 
tempted to read either d^tn 'd, or D^N 7 d, and consequently 
to correct D^JD rmm into ^NDinT mom (D^m for W, as 
Am. i. 3, Zeph. ii. 6). The meaning of zw. 4 f will be, 

* When the king of Ashhur invades the land of Israel, the 
Israelites will instigate subject leaders of Jerahmeel and 
Edom to carry war into the Ashhurite land, and so deliver 
the holy land from the presence of its once dreaded foe.* 
But why should ‘ seven * and * eight * be introduced ? Here 
is a mystery for the critics. (2) More probably both mom 
and nmoB) are corruptions of while TD3 comes from 

IttTD, and din from d*in. Read jonm ^ndjtv vbs 'pm 
(omitting twice, and din as glosses).—For iTTrnD 

read DTrmn (javelins); see on Ps. lv. 22.— Read 
(cp. Wellh.). 

v. 7. Should we not read miND Sn rpm? As the 
drops of fine rain upon the grass, so is the supernatural 
‘dew* from Yahwe upon the remnant of Israel. Cp. Isa. 
xliv. 3. Note Pasek after mm, and see E . Bib ., col. 1095 
(foot). 

CHAP. vi. 1-8. In the rhetorical style of Deut. Cp. 
Ps. lxxxi. 6-17 (corr. text). Post-exilic. See E . Bib ., 
col. 3073. 

vi. 4 f Explained in E. Bib. y col. 3073, note 2. 
Improving what is there given in some points, read (for 
Vi, cp. Ex. xvii. 13)— 

spjgb mSriN) do-i* not?} do?d jond o 

: [^Nonv] SwvDiprriN 

For DOI* mi, see E. Bib. t 1 Moses/ §11. ^Norm, which 
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is here enclosed in brackets as a variant, corresponds to 
JYirm and D’HD in the text. The first scribe wrote VrT twice 
over, and his successor miswrote the two representations of 
the word in such a way, or what he wrote became so indis¬ 
tinct, that a final editor made out of what he found in his 
text D'HD'i inim—In v. 4 Wnns n'mn p is also doubtless 
due to an editor. The true words, which must originally 
have stood in the margin as a gloss on SnsdOTTIn or -n« 
^Nonr, may have been Tafcarrr* D’TiDnsrrp (see on Num. 
xxv. 1), and have indicated that the conquests referred to 
in v . 4 (tt&mi) extended over the country between Zarephath 
and Gilead, both places or districts in the Negeb. The 
Negeb, together with Cushan, appears to have been the first 
region attacked by the Israelites after their departure from 
Missur or Misrim (see E. Bib ., * Moses/ §§17 /). 

vi. 7 f * The reference to the most awful kind of sacrifice 
[cp. on Jer. ii. 34] in vi. 7 seems to be as purely rhetorical 
as that to “ rivers of oil.” The writer may have gone on to 
say that Yahw& took no pleasure in any sacrifice but that 
of obedience, and that if that had only been rendered, Yahwe 
would have delivered his people from the Arabians [cp. Ps. 
lxxxi. 17]/ E . Bib., col. 3073.—In v , 8 D'TW should be DYT^n. 
npb n?rn is more difficult to correct Elsewhere MS only 
occurs in the passive part., Prov. xi. 2 (corrupt ?). @ renders 

eroifjiov elvac tov iropevecrOai. Very strongly must one 
question MSH. Even if purely moral edification were in¬ 
tended, yet the uncommon word MS would not be chosen 
by this rhetorical writer. It would, in this case, be best to 
read yrkn nt)N^p yptfrn (cp. Ps. lxxiii. 28). But is this a 
correct view of the intention ? V. 4 f places us among the 
N. Arabians ; so also does v . 7, with its reference to child- 
sacrifice (cp. on Jer. ii. 34). Strongly moral psalms like 
Pss. xiv., xv. refer to one special religious offence among the 
post-exilic Jews—that of falling away and blaspheming 
Yahwe (see PsS 2) ). Surely we must read TpnSw 
The person addressed is, not an individual Israelite, but the 
people. Is this a purely ideal programme ? One can hardly 
venture to bring this passage down to the early Maccabaean 
period. 

vi. 16. The apparent reference to the ‘ statutes of Omri * 
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and * all the works of the house of Allah,’ have been held to 
point with certainty to the pre-exilic period, though it is by 
no means easy to give a clear explanation of these phrases. 
There can hardly be a doubt, however, that 'im? is a corrup¬ 
tion either of d’vtn or of D^cnw, and awm-iTa of fwonT-Ivi. 
The rvipn are the laws of a religion, whether that of Yahwfc 
or of the Jerahmeelite Baal. It is those of the latter which 
are here meant The passage points to the time when the 
Shimronim (not the c Samaritans ’) exercised great religious 
influence on the post-exilic Jews. 

Chap. vii. 11-13. By the old methods very little light 
can be thrown on this passage (see Wellh., Now.). It would 
seem, however, that by noticing the habits of the scribes, and 
by comparing parallel passages already corrected, 1 a very 
probable text can be restored. Omitting words repeated or 
misplaced (partly in a corrupt form), such as DV *on DV, 
prrpnr (= bnorrv), twi (= Trn?)> “inn im (= "in:n), we 
get— 

■w&q ^pb^ tibd nv'i ^pb w TXiy Twnb tfinn ova 

j ^NDrrT djj to 

1 In that day they shall come to build thy walls from Asshur 
(Ashhur) to Missur, and from Missur to the stream of 
Jerahmeel.’ 

Compare Isa. xxvii. 12 /, Zech. ix. 1 o, Ps. lxxii. 8. The 
4 stream of Jerahmeel * may be that also known as ‘ the stream 
of Perath’ (Gen. xv. 18, 2 K. xxiii. 29, xxiv. 7, Jer. xlvi. 2, 
etc.), ix. ‘of Ephrath’ (cp. E. Bid., ‘Paradise/ col. 3573, 
note 5). It is the return of the Jewish exiles from the N. 
Arabian regions on the S. of Palestine which is here foretold. 
Cp. v. 13 with Joel iv. 19. 

vii. 14. btro Tirn -nr*. It is very probable, says Now., 
that the territories in Palestine assigned to the exiles on 
their return were the uncultivated regions which those who 
had taken the places of the exiles had not cared to occupy. 
These regions, according to him, are here called ; he 
renders the MT., ‘ who dwell solitarily in the wilderness in 
the midst of the fruitful land/ But surely if bashan and 

1 It so happens that this portion of Crit. Bib . was done subse¬ 
quently to Isaiah, Zechariah, and Pss. i.-lxxii. 
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gil'ad are names of regions, the presumption is that karmel 
is so too. Now it can be made (to say the least) extremely 
probable that fttTD is a popular corruption of ?NDm\ and 
that in a number of passages (Bashan) is a corruption 
of jttte (Cushan), also that there was a southern as well as 
a trans-Jordanic Gilead. "UP still remains to be accounted 
for. Most probably, as in iii. 12, it is a corruption of 
f?NDm\ If so, we may neglect it as a virtual anticipation 
of the underlying f?ero. 

vii. 17. Correct the text as in Ps. xviii. 46 (2 S. 
xxii. 46). See Ps.P ad loc . 
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PROF. Budde ( E . Bib., * Nahum ') remarks that the second 
part of the heading agrees with the headings of Isaiah and 
Obadiah, and almost with the true title of Habakkuk, if 
we regard idd ( sepher ) as an editorial insertion. He also 
holds that * Elkosh,' the prophet's home, was probably, but 
not certainly, in S. Palestine. We have, however, already 
had so much evidence that the chief object of prophetic 
denunciations (outside of the prophets' own people) was 
N. Arabia that we can venture upon more definite solutions 
of the problems of the heading than those of Prof. Budde. 
■TOO (ii. 9, iii. 7) comes from the name 

given by the Jews to the capital of the chief N. Arabian 
power. Cp. on ii. 9, Jon. i. 2. *idd (as probably in 
IBDTmp and in mso) comes from nsns, and 'mpht* from 
(i.e. Elkosh should be Eshcol, see on Mic. i. 8-16). 
Dim (Nahum) is parallel to Dim ; in Neh. vii. 7 Dim 
corresponds to the Dim in Ezra ii. 2. Both names are S. 
Palestinian ; cp. the one with Nahamani ; the other with 
D7TP = f?NDm\ Thus the composite heading becomes, 
4 Oracle of Jerahmeel [Zarephath]. Vision of Nahum the 
Eshcolite.' 

CHAP. i. 4 b. The first is certainly a corruption of 
S»pnT (cp. D^dm, Neh. iii. 34); so also is Sons. The 
opening word was probably 77 (so G. B Gray, cp. Isa. 
xix. 6); which fell out through its resemblance to the 
closing letters of hha*. }tm should be }tD3. Read, there¬ 
fore, \my\ ^Nonr hr\ ; Cp. Am. i. 2 b. 

i. 9 b, © ovk iK^ucrjaeL St9 iiriroavro iv = 

rrap Tn: Dpi nS. Not impossibly M's m2 and @'s 
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msi spring from -|$£D3, and ©’s from S«anT 3 > to which 
32 Q 3 may be a variant. In fact, the enemy on whom, once 
for all, Yahwe will take vengeance may equally well be 
called Jerahmeel and Missur (both names archaic). 

i. 10 f The latest critic (W. R. Arnold, ZATW, 1901, 
pp. 225-265) reads mi 1 mp 3 'bw DWao pa Dp 3 p, ‘ thickets 
ever so drenched, they are consumed like dry stubble,’ i.e. 

• though they be as the vegetation of a swamp, the fire of 
his wrath burns them as straw.’ Even the editor did not 
mean this; much less the poet. In our sore need © helps 
us again. Instead of DN 3 D 3 it presupposes b'tamm, for <&? 
a-fiiXa^ is a corruption of <09 \eip,a% = b^lQ? 3 , which in the 
present context is almost certainly a corruption of ^Ni’Qt2T3- 
The particle of comparison, however, seems a dittographic 
insertion (note 3 in D' 03 D) both here and in mp 3 (v. 106). 
Now as to nSd, for which Wellh. would read N^rr (prefixed 
to v. 11) and Gunkel 3*?3\ As in Gen. xxiii. 9, jer. iv. 12 
it seems to have been a fragment of ^NDnT. BD', as else¬ 
where, represents BJp comes from 033 , 3 ^ 3 N from 

*?NOnT, DT'D (but © 3T1D') from D' I '13E I N, D'OlD from 
□•Otpn. In v. 11 iiqd is very improbable (see Nowack). 
1DD, like the preceding represents ^DITT 1 ; N 3 ’ 1 seems 

to be a (preferable) variant to pip ; bvbl, both here and 
in ii. I and in 1 S. x. 27, comes from ‘jmnT. We now 
get a much more possible text of w. 10, 11, viz. Ti? p, 
Snotty’ mn'^j Dptfn D' i 'nc?N * for the Asshurites 

still devise evif against Yahwe; Jerahmeel has come forth’ 
(cp. ii. 1). * Ishmael, Jerahmeel, Cush [Ishmael],’ is inserted 

as a gloss on DTimN. 

i. 12. © begins, rdSe \eyet Kvpio ? Kardp^aiv vBdrcov 

‘iroXX&v. A welcome confirmation of our general view, for 
tear. vB. 7T. = D-'31 030 SffiD. That ^mo in such a context 
= ^N»Dm , ) we know from Isa. xiv. 5, xlix. 7, lii. 5 > that 
D^m can equally mean this, may be seen from Am. i. 6, 9, 
Mic. v. 4. Render, ‘ Even if the Ishmaelites are many, yet 
shall they be cut off’ (vna\ see on Hab. iii. 17). 

Chap. ii. 1. W?3; see on i. 11.— V. 2. Cp. E. Bib., 

«iron,’ § 2 ; ‘ Shoes,’ § 3. The extent of the corruption, 
however, has perhaps been under-estimated. For D'OTTO @ 
gives oi tViret? = D’’B)'i3* Beside iSinrT, which is surely no 
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word for the movements of horses, and may perfectly well 
come from ^NonT, does it not seem probable that □''©yn 
(cp. on in Isa. xlix. io) or D’Bns (cp. on Isa. xxi. 7) 
represents OTUra? po, too, may represent an ethnic (pj?, 
sec on Ezek. xxiii. 2 3 f \ and elsewhere in the same verse 
there may be corrupt fragments of and £ ?NSom'' (note 

■‘tMN, which, like "'NDtD, is a current corruption of 'vr, and 
DT^riD = dWit) ? Lists of hostile peoples are found in 
the Psalms, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. 

ii. 7. For read probably f?NDm\ 

ii. 8 f. Read probably iin^pn nDTi - ]. Possibly rrnrTON 
comes from DTipsp. The corruption is easy, and the con¬ 
nection with * Zarephath ’ natural. For rY) 3 !T)P read moTOD 
(cp. Pesh.), see Ezek. xxiv. 23 ; and for rnsshp 

read fjspTTi) nsT^o (a gloss; Maacath == Jerahmeel).—M 
N->n ■’P’ i p; <3 ra vSara Surely the original had 

■JhdttT 1 , a gloss correcting mra (see on heading). 

ii. 14. For jtjtoa read- ^(similarly Isa. ix. 17).—M 
n?3N^p, an impossible form. Read perhaps ^onr. * The 
voice of Jerahmeel (cp. Isa. xxxiii. 19) shall be heard no 
more.’ 

Chap. iii. I f. The connection is not satisfactory. At 
first sight it appears as if the writer were still in the same 
circle of ideas as in ii. 11-13. But who will say that, ‘ Woe 
to the city of bloodshed ’ is naturally followed by • Hark, the 
whip, and the noise of wheels ’ ? Surely the name of the 
city is required. Now dtst in Ps. v. 5, li. 16, Iv. 24 is a 
mutilated form of D' , p l TM; would, of course, also be 

text-critically possible. What we want here' is D'-pis • 
after this a brief statement of its guilt might justifiably 
follow, such as nftt, ‘ it is altogether lying,’ with refer¬ 
ence to Jerahmeel’s disregard of its brotherly relation to 
Israel. P. Ruben would read after this nibo ps, cp. 
Ass. pQ, to lie (Del. Ass. HWB , 5 44^)> and see on Ps. 
xvii. 4 (pis), and in v. 3 he regards rtS^p aha as a gloss 
on HN 7 D ps. Experience, however, suggests a fuller 
though necessarily a bolder remedy for the difficulties of the 
text uro' vb certainly comes from buxom '; it is not 
uncommon for the final Sn in words like to be 

corruptly prefixed (as tb) to a corrupt form of sp®\ V is 
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evidently a gloss on o^Enw. But / BT cannot stand alone. 
Other ethnics or place-names must accompany it. 
(suggested by ii. 13) comes from rv^oij, in the southern 
Ephrath (see on Gen. xxxv. 16). There remains n*6o plD. 
'd might conceivably mean * plunder/ but this (see on 
Ob. 14) is a pure assumption. and are both 

recognised fragments, in a corrupt form, of StfDm\ As 
for p^D, we have already (Isa. lxv. 4) found this word 
miswritten for pio, which existed in an earlier form of the 
text as a corruption of (see on Ob. 14). Such a 

combination of two corrupt fragments of the same ethnic is 
common. 

iii. 7. man, vivevr}. See on i. 1—8. po$ itep-^CKJ. 
The view which has become traditional identifies No-amon 
with the Egyptian Thebes. Prof. W. M. Muller ( E . Bib n 
col. 3427) considers this to be distinctly indicated by v . ga } 
though he adds that the description in v. 8 (see his trans¬ 
lation) is less favourable to the identification, and suggests 
that the prophet imagined Thebes to have been like many 
cities of the Delta, i.e. situated on the plain on an artificial 
mound, surrounded by canals. Brugsch, feeling the same 
difficulty, identifies the city with a place in the NE. of 
the Delta, where the god Amen once had a temple. Both 
these scholars suppose to represent the Egyptian Amon 
or Amen, the name of the local god of Thebes. Elsewhere, 
however, criticism most unexpectedly discourages the idea 
that the old Hebrew writers took any special interest in 
Egypt, and in Jer. xlvi. 25 1 Amon-minno/ and in Ezek. 
xxx. 15 * Hamon-no * (cp. Hamon, Hamonah, Ezek. 

xxxix. 11, IS/), are most probably expansions (due to 
the editor who manipulated an already corrupt text) of 
pD* = f?NDrm But then, it will be asked, what is to be 
made of the description of the watery rampart of No-amon 
‘ that was situate among the Nile-branches y ? The answer 
is that the text is, from any critical point of view, not 
entirely in order, and that, using the experience we have 
already gained of the habits of the scribes, we can be sure 
that the present text is an expansion of a very different 
text which referred to N. Arabia. Nor is it an un¬ 
important confirmation of this view that in Am. vi. 2 

12 
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G'Dm corresponds exactly to &nn here. The agreement 
hardly needs further development; 'Calneh' in Am. U. 
(and * Calno ’ in Isa. x. 9) designates the same city which is 
here called in MT. No-amon. It was, in short, one of those 
cities whose names ultimately go back to ‘ Jerahmeel,' not 
of course the DW ts of v. 1, the ^NDriT of v, 7. All 
that is genuine in v. 8 is the opening clause pDN N3D 'Oi^nn, 
or rather (for md is dittographic, and has acci¬ 

dentally expelled a group of similar letters which seems 
originally to have followed it) mnrnp It 

was a Jerahmeelite or N. Arabian city called Rehoboth, 
whose sad fate is described in v . 10. And there is some 
probability in the view that the barbarities attending the 
capture of the same city are referred to in Hos. x. 14, where 
SlIN JTQ should certainly be either mi or 'rrT mi[m]. 

The destruction of Beth-jerahmeel or Rehoboth-jerahmeel by 
the N. Arabian king Shalman seems to have produced a 
deep impression on the Israelite mind. Cp. also on Am. 
i. 13* Now as to the addition to the brief but telling 
question, 1 Art thou better than Rehoboth-jerahmeel' ? It 
begins with mwi mom. This is almost certainly a cor¬ 
ruption of i.e. * Ishmael, Jerahmeel/ two 

glosses on the obscure pDN M (or the form which may have 
preceded this). Then follows a series of conjectural attempts 
to read the already corrupt groups of letters which came to 
represent 'rrp 'om\ mo, fm, D^D, and nnenn represent 
^NDrrT; Tib T*1D represents bmovr. We shall find many 
parallels. 

iii. 9. Point D'nsp. DID probably comes from mo, 
D''l^ib from ? See on Gen. x. 6, 13. 

iii. 1 s <5 16 /. ‘ Delete pb^ Tfewn.* ‘ After the || impera- 
tives read of course TO toWQ ? ’ So Wellhausen ; Nowack, 
as usual, follows. But this is not at all penetrating criticism ; 
experience points in quite another direction. The second 
"I^Nn certainly is dittographic and should be omitted. But 
the rest of v. 15 a.nd also v. 1 6a, are simply an expansion 
of rm dtidijo rowa d^ndpit 1 rro'in. It is not denied 
that pb' v is the name of a kind of locust, but its presence 
here is due to corruption of f?NDnr (or pbos, cp. on Joel 
i. 4). The other corruptions ought soon to become plain. 
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For Sti, see on 1 K. x, 15 j for yyo, on Judg. v. 20, Am. 

v. 26; for Judg. v. 20, Isa. xlvii. 13, etc.; for Como, 

cp. E. Bib. y ‘ Shaphat*); for T*nno, cp. on Isa. xxxiii. 13 
(O'biyn ); for THDDto, see E. Bib., ‘ Pathrusim/ v\xn would 
not be clear, but for &h?d = DD[l]!i which precedes it. The 

passage may be restored thus, with all the repetitions, 

o^troonr 'nr tsbmrrv iron rmw 'in 'rrr iron ^onr 
rrCO DTOrm miND D^wanr HEm 'm\ Paul Ruben, it is 
true, acutely emends t*tod into trjTTJD, an Ass. loan-word 
( mindidu , ‘ measuring-clerk *) parallel to TnDDB. See £. Z>2&, 

1 Scribe/ § 4. This is plausible upon a conservative view of 
the historical reference to the prophecy. Still, it is probable 
that iDDtt in Jer. li. 27 is corrupt, and the best view of the 
reference of this prophecy and of Isa. xxxiii. is not the 
conservative one. (®*s 0 <rvfifu/cTo<: crov may be = 11*12?, a 
variant to miMD. 

iii. 18. According to W. R. Arnold, Titt»N 1^0 is a 
clumsy interpolation, originally a gloss to T^n* Another 
doubt concerns and 'DDBF ((© i/coifuae z/ = TDH?n). For 
the latter Now. reads 'DDHT, Wellh. ‘ sleep/ thinking of 
the sleep of death (Now.) or of carelessness (Wellh.). But 
1DD (as in Ps. lxxvi. 6) should be ^03, ifpo represents f?NDnv, 
TTTn 'ODBT comes from dw |BTD. The whole verse 
becomes, 1 Thy companions have fled, O Asshur ; thy people 
are dispersed on all the mountains, and there is none to 
gather them/ ‘Jerahmeel, Cushan, and the Arabians* is a 
gloss on ~pm. The Jerahmeelites have already bceo referred 
to as the allies of the besieged people. Asshur, of course, is 
a N. Arabian people still called by this name archaically. 
For a probable allusion to v. 17b see on Ps. cix. 23. 
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Friedrich Delitzsch (JProl. 84; Ass. HWB 281) 
connects the name with Ass. fiambaku^u, the name of a 
garden-plant. If, however, the centre of the prophets was 
in S. Palestine, where the Jerahmeelite or N. Arabian 
element was strong, we need not be afraid of the conjecture, 
supported by the occurrence of pprtD for ‘worrv in Ps. lx. 9, 
that p"lpin, like pllpl and rpplpl, Ezra ii. 51, Neh. xi. 17, 
has arisen out of some corruption of ^NDm\ Whether, 
however, this was the prophet’s real name, is quite uncertain ; 
his father’s name, at any rate, is not given. 

Chap. i. 4. Nowack views the closing words as a late 
insertion. But ^>pso is a corruption of ^NOm\ The under¬ 
lying text of v. 4 is not otherwise clear. 

i. 6 . For nntosn read ernharr. The epithet 7770:1 
awakens suspicion. Neither ‘ rash ’ (Isa. xxxii. 4) nor 
anxious (Isa. xxxv. 4) will suit here, and there are parallels 
for the view that both 7 on and *1170277 come from some other 
underlying word. What that word is, can hardly be doubt¬ 
ful. Read simply ^Nom ’ 1 'lan, which is a gloss on D'B'O. 
—8. M 1*}S. Rather 115 or (as Jer. v. 6) n'ms. 

’Apa£ta?. Nowack rightly reads VOID ns -OWO i^p*i, but 
he points ns, whereas (g should rather be followed. He 
also regards pirno as an editorial patch, suggested by 
the dittographed vans. These words, however, have doubt¬ 
less sprung from some corruption of TTflino (cp. Jer. iv. 17). 

Chap. ii. 3. It is usual to suppose that the \vision ’ 
which is to be written down is contained in v. 4. But the 
truth seems to be that a part of it exists in v. 3. nS> 

(like inn and D'lnN elsewhere) comes from f?NDm\ ‘ Though 
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it linger, wait for it; for Jerahmeel will surely come/ The 
inscription, thus read, has the historical colouring which the 
|| passage, Isa. viii. 1, entitles us to expect. 

ii. 5. For Mr. H. W. Robinson suggests 4 the 
Greek/ The emendation is probably right, but 'OVil may 
be presumed to mean, not 4 the Greek/but ‘the Yamanite/ 
i.e. ‘the Jerahmeelite/ All that Wellh. suggests for the 
‘ impossible * pn is -qn, but he leaves *0 unaccounted for. 

/carotofievo 9 (tcaroivovfjievos or fcaT<pva)fievo<;). At v. 4 a 
fresh section appears to begin. 

ii. 16 / M *nsrn. however, presupposes Wirn 

(zeal a€L<rOr}Tt) ; so Aq., Vg. Kimhi and some moderns (eg. 
Wellh.) prefer this. But experience shows that both ^n$[rr] 
(see E. Bib., ‘Shechem , ) and ^nrr (see on Nah. ii. 4) may 
be corruptions of ^onT. The presumption that here too 
this is the right reading is overpoweringly strong. Cruelty 
to the northern Lebanon is only a possible ground of com¬ 
plaint, if that Lebanon was occupied at this time by men of 
Judah, and in no case is it conceivable that the ruthless 
destruction of animals was represented as the cause of the 
fall of an empire. It is the cruelties attendant on the 
capture of a city, or cities, that must be meant, and the 
event referred to is probably the capture of Rehoboth- 
jerahmeel (= Beth-jerahmeel), a place in the Negeb (see on 
Nah. iii. 8, 10, Jer. xxii. 6 ff. y Hos. x. 14). will be 

the southern Lebanon which we have met with elsewhere 
(see eg. on Jer. xxii. 20, 23). jmr is usually corrected into 
Tp^rr (cp. 7 Trorj(T€b <re). But the remedy appears too easy, 
nor is the parallelism produced satisfactory. It is better to 
read ^DnT rhirn nitx The final letter in jriTP represents 
b. For the correction of mom cp. on Jon. iv. 11. 

CHAP. iii. A psalm ascribed to Habakkuk. The pious 
community speaks, pleading for a renewal of the wonders of 
the Exodus from Misrim. The heading (cp. OP 156 /) 
shows that the piece originally stood in a collection of psalms. 
It is, however, a mistake to suppose that the subscription in 
v. 19 originally belonged to the heading. Surely it is rather 
either a part or the whole of the heading of the psalm which 
followed in the collection referred to. Cp. the mcrSs in Ps. 
xlviii. 15, and see Nestle, ZATW xx. 168 [1900]. 
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-mrm Probably an error for rra'Dtt, i.e. trbtWMT (cp. 
pB?, from 'Dt&\ Isa. x. 27). See is. * Shigionoth/ and 
introduction to Psf® 

In vv. 3, 9, 13, we meet with rr^D. The first and third 
are geographical glosses on p^n and -fisp (disguised as ’ihns) 
respectively. The f?NDrrv in v . 9 was perhaps a variant to 
the preceding 1DN = D1«. The scenery is Jerahmeelite, N. 
Arabian ; on a Jerahmeelite Teman, see on Judg. iii. 8. 

iii. 2. npl is variously explained (see Now., who 

paraphrases * in the midst of the years of the child who is 
now gray-haired ’), but is surely corrupt. Read mpl. 

The community is in captivity (cp. Ps. lxxvii. 2 in PsP\ and 
see below on w. 10 ff.). 

iii. 3- After ef opov 9 Qapav, adds KaracrKiov $a<7€09, 
i.e. perhaps TSto bsp, which would come from TSto ShWDtD\ 
two glosses (cp. on Ezek. xxxi. 3). n^D^NDHT follows 
(see preceding note), 
iii. 4. Read perhaps— 

VJTDO ^rq y\ : 
hro 1 ; -pp d'' pm 
: pJWr hSNDtoS 

Cp. v. ir. pp does not mean ‘a ray of light *; as in 
Ex. xxxiv. 29 we should read pm. See E. Bib., ‘ Horn.’ 
Ruben {JQR, 1899, p. 452) has already seen that Dti (MT.) 
or dto (Hitz., Wellh., after @, Aq., Sym., Pesh.) represents a 
substantive. But surely Dttn and 'if? must be taken together. 

iii. 7. 4 One of the finest expressions in any literature of 

the passage of evil tidings through the tremulous East' (G. 
A. Smith, Exp., Jan. 1903, p. 9). But the text is surely 
corrupt, and the corrections adopted by Nowack from Perles 
{Anal. 66) appear to need these three additions. (1) 
should be ^OTT (see on Ps. xv. 1); (2) rrurr should be 
(see on Jer. iv. 20); (3) pro pN should be *mp (cp. 
m beside ]VT% Joel iii. 4, both corruptions of too ; also pno 
for TOD, Ex. ii. 15 /). Cp. E. Bib., ‘ On.’ 

iii. 8. D^irm, twice, is a considerable difficulty. Gratz 
and G. A. Smith would change the first into ffnrn. The 
only adequate solution, however, is suggested by the phrase 
D'nn!) where (see on Gen. xxiv. 10) 'd is a corruption of 
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SnoITP. The first 'd may have been written by an error for 
Dtfe. D' in D''! also represents Vrr, or rather jtP (^rrr). 
‘jmis D'l DN seems to be a variant to ism DN ; it 

may therefore be omitted. 

iii. 10 ff. As Nowack remarks, the author of Ps. lxxvii. 
probably knew the psalm ascribed to Habakkuk ; the paral¬ 
lelism between the two psalms is unmistakeable (see above, 
on v . 2). Ps. lxxvii. 17-20 probably contains an anticipation 
of the destruction of the foes of Israel, archaically designated 
1 Jerahmeelites * and ‘ Misrites,* by a second deluge. 

iii. 1 3. For 'impp and vrpn. Possibly the error may 
not be altogether accidental. See on Isa. xlv. I.—13. For 
read T$ (on * Selah,* see above), 
iii. 17. nto nS TYtDTBh. Even the cautious Nowack 

admits the difficulty of this ; for Sm he suggests rrjto, which 
is plainly inadequate. See SBOT, 1 Isaiah * (Heb.), pp. 121, 
198. Read ntltt iS * and (though) the vine- 

blossom produces no grape-cluster*; cp. on Dt. xxxii. 32. 
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The key at our disposal unlocks some of the secrets of this 
book in the most satisfactory manner. Zephaniah, in spite 
of his Jerahmeclitc name (an expansion of Saphan = Saphon, 
see on Jcr. i. 13 /), and consequently extraction, which is 
confirmed by the Jcrahmeelite names of his ancestors, is 
vehemently opposed to the reactionary Jcrahmeelite Baal- 
worship which still survives in Judah. His is a ‘strong and 
significant prophecy * (G. A. Smith), indeed perhaps more so 
than has been supposed. I have referred here to Schwally 
as well as Wellhauscn for his long and learned article on 
Zcphaniah in ZATW x. 165-240 [1890]. He is certainly 
right in questioning the supposed reference to the Scythian 
invasion which Wellhausen (KL PrS s) 154/) accepts. Sec 
E. Bib.) ‘ Prophet/ § 40. 

CllAr. i. 3. Wellh. remarks (1) on the ‘intolerable 
repetition * at the end of v . 3, which may or may not be 
due to the author ; and (2) on the self-evident interpolation 
respecting the ‘stumbling-blocks with the wicked/ Hardly 
adequate criticism. As for (1) DlNH is almost, or quite, 
certainly a corruption of ^NDnT, and as for (2) is 

a corruption of D^nnBon (cp. on BrODn, v . 11), and D'Wttn 
of (cp. on V. 8 , ii. 13). Render, ‘ I will consume . . . 

the fishes of the sea, and those that prostrate themselves 
with the Asshurites (N. Arabians), and I will cut off* Jerah- 
meel from the face of the land/ 

i. 4. According to Wellh. ‘ the asyndeton . . . in© 

DO) is suspicious ; DU) nN seems to be a variant of “?nb dn. 
There is no question of difference between d^idD and D'OTO ; 
the accumulation of names expresses totality/ Schwally, on 
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the other hand, on account of @’s ra ovofiara and the 
parallelism, would read DtD DN twice over ! But surely it is 
now possible to see that ow ns is a relic of ns 

(DO), like JOB), often represents 'dot, cp. E . Bib ., * Shem ’), that 
D'HOD comes from D^soriT (cp. on 2 K. xxiii. 5), and D'OiD 
from (cp. on v . 11, Zech. xiv. 21, Ezek. xliv. 9 a). 

Render, * and I will cut off from this place the remnant of 
Baal, [and] the Jerahmeelites with the Kenizzites/ Omit 
* Ishmaelites * as a gloss. 

i. 5. Wellh. remarks, 1 That the prophet lumps together 
the worshippers of the stars and of Milcom, is surprising/ 
He regards Q^innr? as a (right) correction of the follow¬ 
ing Omitting the 1, we get the sense, * those 

worshippers of Yah we who at the same time swear by 
Milcom* (so Hitz.). This is not quite satisfactory. We 
expect two classes of offenders to be mentioned. Elsewhere 
(see on 1 K. xi. 5) we have seen that (Milcom??) is a 
corruption of f?Nonv, also that f?NDnv is most probably an 
expanded form of DnT, which is ttv, ‘ the moon/ with the 
Arabic ‘mimmation.’ This gives an increased probability 
to a conjecture of Nestle that for mrrf? we should read rrvb 
(cp. Dt. xvii. 3, Jer. viii. 2, Job xxxi. 26). Render, 1 and those 
that prostrate themselves before the moon, that swear by 
Jerahmeel *; omit 'oran as a scribe’s error. Parallel passages, 
Hos. iv. 15 (end), Isa. xliv. 5 (probably) ; see footnote on 
Zeph. v. 3. As a contrast, note Elijah’s leniency to Naaman, 
a worshipper of Yahwe at heart but of Rimmon (rather 
Jerahmeel) outwardly ; see on 2 K. v. 18. 

i. 8 f Why should the ‘ princes ’ and the 1 king’s sons ’ 
be mentioned, but not the king? Por Denton read 
and for 'Ol read (as usual) bmzrrv n :Q. And why 

1 foreign apparel ’ ? Two ethnics lie concealed under the 
phrase. Read, as v. Sb, D^nm D^WDBT bl Wi (cp. on Isa. 

ii. 6).. Again compare Ezek. xliv. ga , ‘ No Jerahmcelite or 
Asshurite shall enter my sanctuary,’ and see on 2 S. v. 8. 
It was, according to 1 S. v. 5, a custom of the N. Arabian 
devotees of Dagon (Gadon ? cp.) to spring over the threshold 
of their temple (as specially sacred ; thus the connection 
between v. 8 and v . 9 is perfect).— F. 9 b should run, 

rrono 'DDj? urrnom^. 
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i. 10/ For TO mo n ]D read mam (see 2 ?. 2 ?#., 

‘College’), *'.<?. Sninsbt istDD. 1 Just before, the fish gate is 
mentioned ; see Neh. xii. 39, and wherever this phrase 
occurs read D^TOn 32 #, ‘ gate of the Gadites ’ (see on 2 K. 
xi. 16). For mroorr read D’nnntDDn 317 (see on 2 K. xxiii. 
13) ; for pro read T 3 j 7 , and for *]D 3 'b'Uti read *|#3 *'p^D, ‘ those 
that work secret enchantments.’ Cp. D''^, D^rr*?. 

CHAP. ii. 1,2. V. 2 is rightly corrected by Wellh. (after 
(©, save that ® reads }>3 for po). But v. 1 remains in its 
disorder. It is not enough to read 3tfcn WlFttnn (Che., 
Proph. Is. y on Isa. xxix. 9 ; more recently Budde); v. 1 
must be corrupt throughout (cp. Schwally, pp. 181, 218). 
Read dtoj? "b mrrS Yirrntim. Cp. Ps. ii.11/ 

(emended text), Zech. xiv. 16. mmf? is required as a || 
to 3S, though only represented by 1 in 'l&npl. 

ii. 4-12. (For Winckler’s discussion of vv. 5-7 see AOF (3) 

ii. 232 f His presuppositions are quite different from 
mine.) TO may be a name of DEra ; 's = Zarephath the 
Strong. is a substitute for *?3t2>N, probably an early 

correction of fronts (cp. on 1 S. xxvii. 6); TiTON for 3'int&N 
or Yi&ja ; 2 p 3 p 2 is a popular distortion of Sndiit, and D'TfD 
of DTOm. DV 7 hm comes from fpNDm\ ]233 (which We. 
would cancel) from np; from D' i nD , i^. For metre’s 

sake read r)p pN, and transfer '3^ pN to the end of v . 5 (thus 
we get a kina-verse). In v. 6 nrrm with has been found 
puzzling. Wellh.’s words (KL ProphP ) 153) are, ‘Rightly 
LXX., /cal earai K pr\Ti) vojjbf] irocfjbvlcav = m23 PTO UTO nrPTO ; 
only m3 is not the name of the island of Crete, but of the 
land of the Philistines. The combination of the Philistines 
with the Cretans and the explanation of Caphtor by Crete 
certainly seems to me to lie rather close at hand.’ Bohme 
(,ZATW vii. 212) and Winckler {AOF*® ii. 232) do not agree 
with this view of m3. According to the former m3 is a mere 
repetition of m 3 . According to the latter, vv. 5,6 formed 

1 See on 2 Chr. xiii. 19 ; also on 2 K. xxii. 14, where mvn occurs 
again without so that possibly naira, i.e. bxvnv' (cp. on jdk*, Isa. x. 27), 
may be the name of a part of Jerusalem, possibly the upper part (cp. on 
‘ Millo,’ 1 K. ix. 1 s). 

2 utri seems to be required to produce a paronomasia with menr. 
Schwally (p. 182) cannot explain why -n-urN has suggested no parono¬ 
masia. But the prophet did not write ivu?k. 
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originally a separate oracle, addressed to the Cretans ; LXX., 
therefore, is right in giving KpTjr&P (v. 5) and ( v . 6). 

A most hazardous view, surely ! Can we get no further 
than this ? Experience of the newer critical methods else¬ 
where seems to show that ma and rro are both fragments 
of niDDIN (constructed with a fern, verb ; cp. Ges. (2b) § 145 k), 
and that mn, like Dm f?in, is (cp. Am. i. 2, Mic. 

v. 4). The 1 in nmn may be a relic of b. Thus wc 
again have a kina-verse. The opening of v. 7 is a late in¬ 
sertion (We.), but it has not been rightly read. T 

stands there in two forms—Sin and 0iT*?2. Read, therefore, 
rrnm rn rrmmb 'nr mm. The original writing had (con¬ 
tinuing ins nrmb) — 

: jmT m T §i I bimn mu jot 

Thus Schwally's difficulty that ‘ Ashkelon * in v. 7 has no 
parallel, is removed. All between v. 7 and v. 12 (We.), or 
rather v. 1 3, is an interpolation. It is worth approximating 
to the true text, however. In v. 8 (end) read wxb''') (also 
in v . 10 and in all similar cases). In v . 9 ‘Moab’ and 
* Ammon ’ are probably a scribe's explanatory insertions. 
ptDDD (!) represents am (cp. Gen. xv. 2). fmn, miD, nSo, 
and probably oVun*, represent 'nr. Read (restoring the 
paronomasias), mott) Vrr mi nmn d*td 1 DtBl ; non© 
comes from 'oBT, a gloss. In v . 11 a for nn read mi, and 
for p^n m^N“S:> read probably D^NDm^ (pun is merely an 
insertion to help out the sense, after corruption had taken 
place).—In w. 11 b, 12 read □'‘Dill D^rosoi nmttri. 

Dittograms are obvious; iDlpDD and Dm* D 1 both = DmDSD. 
J bbn and non mn both = cr^onr, a gloss on omDso. 

ii. 13/ pQl is the land of Zaphon, to which i.e. 

lima, is parallel, mxs = ^NDTVT [v*].— V. 1 4a should prob¬ 
ably run— 

Dm)i min 1 inn 
: mnimi di 

Chap. iii. ib t 3. By way of shaming its citizens, the 
prophet calls Jerusalem ‘city of Jerahmeel’ (cp. on Isa. 
xxix. 1), its princes, ‘ Jerahmeelites/ and its judges, ‘ Arabians/ 
The corrected readings are maom T$n or S**onT T£ (for 
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rravn Tsn ; see on Jer. xlvi. 16), b^nditt (for nyw, w vb, 
and ~ipb), D'O'is (for and ms, both of which come from 
'■■ms.) To these we must add cSnsoB’ 1 (represented by 
D'lNB = D^MB, cp. ' 1 B 3 N not unfrequently for ^NSOB 1 ), which 
is a gloss on D’'*?NDm\ The editor had a corrupt text, and 
remembered Jer. v. 6, Hab. i. 8, where, however, invaders 
are spoken of. 

iii. 10. A locus desperatus till we have found the key. 
■"ins and ■>2fiD ni are both mutilations of ns*m[Q]. Read— 

^NDrrv ow3d I'jjfD 

: ■’nrap pbir 


But this is not all. The closing words of v. 9 receive light 
from the N. Arabian theory. *rriN DDB, ‘ with one shoulder,’ 
is grotesque. Read ^NDrri' B3p, perhaps a marginal correc¬ 
tion of bid ■nnaf? (v. 10). Cp. on nrtN, 1 S. i. 1. 
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This prophet’s name, too, evidently represents an ethnic 
(Haggi or Hagaiah); see on Haggith, 2 S. iii. 4. Probably 
in i. 13 (a gloss from the margin?) the prophet is called 
■'SnonT, a reading which is concealed under the two corrupt 
variants miT and mrr HOhSdX The gloss (?) means 
that Haggai and Malachi are the same person. It may be 
noticed here that mrr, both in proper names and elsewhere, 
sometimes represents TVP in ‘worn’. Haggai was early 
identified with Malachi. See E. Bib., ‘ Malachi.’ 

CHAP. i. r, 15. Perhaps the original had, not ©vtt, but 
(‘ the Asshurite king ’). 

i. 9. Read perhaps D"nn (Prov. x. 4) for D’S-j. Sec 
E. Bib., col. 1935, note 4. 

CHAP. ii. 5. © omits the first part of this verse. Was 

the text illegible or only difficult ? Something there must 
have been between the solemn asseveration 'ns '■> qn? and 
m Looking at the text in MT., we are struck by several 
difficulties. (1) Why inn pin? (2) Why the verb mi? 
(3) ‘ My spirit abides in your midst’ is synonymous with ‘ I 
am with you ’ (v. 4, end). (4) The sentence, however ex¬ 
plained, does not fit into the context. Evidently, the editor 
must (as so often) have manipulated an imperfect or uncon¬ 
genial text, and what we have to do is to read underneath 
his text. With the key in our hands, we may probably 
restore thus—cr^Nprm. omHoni mniirnni D'aivrrnN 
iNmrrSN DpDina. In these words faithful Jews are directed 
not to be afraid of the large number of N. Arabians who 
have settled themselves in Palestine during the captivity of 
so many of the Jewish people. DinN is a corrupt and 
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manipulated dittogram of 'im and DDfiNSl of D’HSD. 11 r\ 
for Xis is a corruption to be found elsewhere, and the ex¬ 
panded corruption moi? Tm, for Vrv, is quite in the style of 
the editors. 

ii. 7. @ is certainly right in assuming the plur. fern, 

ending, but both here and in 1 S. man should be nrnp, 
‘ the tributes (of)/ 

ii. 22. The colouring becomes much more vivid if we 
read for the vague rTD^DD, and 'Tft for 'dd 

D^n. The chariots and horses spoken of are those for 
which the larger kingdom of Jerahmeel was specially famous 
among the Israelites. See on 1 K. x. 28 f 
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The higher criticism of chaps, ix.-xiv. will have some day 
to be reconsidered on the basis of a revised text. It is, e.g. f 
hardly possible to maintain that ‘Asshur* means either 
‘Assyria’ or the empire of the Seleucids, or that ‘Javan* 
clearly means ‘ Greece/ Nor can we safely say, with Prof. 
G. A. Smith (Twelve Prophets , ii. 464), that ix. 6-8 ‘are 
certainly post-exilic, because of their mention of the half- 
breeds/ It seems to me that we have been working too 
contentedly in twilight, and that fresh rays of a brighter 
light are bursting in upon us. 

Chap. i. 8.—Two points should 
be remarked (1) that no attempt is made to symbolise these 
‘myrtles* (contrast Tg. and £imhi), which therefore pre¬ 
sumably owe their origin to corruption of the text; and (2) 
that in the eighth and last vision the central point is said 
to be * between the two mountains—now the mountains are 
mountains of Cushan* (reading fttto ; see on vi. 1). As to 
the difficult D'DnrT, MT. in vi. 1 and @ in i. 8 ( ava peaov tw v 
opew) suggest the probably true reading D’nn ; the d in 
DTO possibly comes from D; the D actually found is 
dittographed. As to n^2Dl, we might at first sight suppose 
it to be a corruption of Trap:*, ‘in Missur/ But the 
following word mnN't (which, as Wellh. remarks, ‘causes 
difficulties *) is, according to numerous parallel cases, a 
corruption of ^MDm\ and the case of nbx in Am. v. 26 (see 
note) leads one to suppose that represents 

Read, therefore, [btfDrm] fwSDtD'l imt* D'lnrr pi. 

i. 8. We are now in a position to explain Xh 

d'tm, which both Ew, and We. rightly feel to be very 
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awkward. It is simply a corruption of 'din 'did ^NDrrr, 
which corresponds to 'din 'did Ynrrtfl in MT. Render, 
therefore, / And behold a man—he stood between the 
mountains which are in Ishmael [Jerahmeel]—and horses 
(d^d'idi)/ etc. 

CHAP. ii. i o / Read id*Q (first 1 transposed), wind, and 
ViBDN (following nearly as We.) ; then ^nditp rDBV, 
also ^NSDBTD, see on Am. vi. i (to take as = * to Zion 1 is 
unnatural). So w. io and n become nearly parallel. 
For the close of v. 11 see next note. pDS, as usual, means 
the N. Arabian land of Zaphon (|| T2D). 

ii. 12. Wellh. and Nowack have rightly seen that the 
clause TDD TIN interrupts the context, but they 

have not explained its origin. The same combination 
(TiDD Tin) occurs in Ps. lxxiii. 24, where we might point 
TDD m.N, ‘ the path leading to (the final) glory.* The same 
pointing is suitable here, if we complete the phrase with 
TrVptD (T and D confounded, and inserted for sense) and 
attach it to v. 11, Certainly v. 11, as it stands, requires 
some addition (cp. v. 10b). Completed as here proposed, 
it will run thus, 4 Ho! escape from Ishmael, O people that 
dwellest in Jerahmeel; on the path of glory he has sent 
thee.* Still better we might read 'd }>*jn, ‘to the land of 
glory *; this is only slightly bolder, 1 and gives an easier sense. 
In v. 9 the prophet has told us that Yahwfe will be ‘glory* 
in the midst of Jerusalem. was miswritten under 

the influence of the close of v. 13. 

Chap. iii. 8. For nos read perhaps yrjb (see on 
vi. 9/:, end). 

Chap. iv. 7, 9. Sellin ( Studien , 1901, ii. 93 f.) suggests 
that the * mountain * referred to may very well be the great 
heap of the ruins of the temple (note N^nn, ‘ bring out *). 
In Babylonia the preliminary to the restoration of a ruined 
temple was the search for the old foundation-stone, to which 
enormous sanctity attached. The phrase DNDH pNil (so 
read, for mtDNDn JlNiT, v. 7) may at least as well mean the 
foundation-stone as the top-stone. Adopting this view, 
it seems best to correct frmn in into D^arr Dtf, ‘ mountain 

1 Cp. the instances in which, according to Dr. D. H. Weir, pit has 
taken the place of mk, Academy , iv. 251 [Ps. lxvii. 5, cxvi. 9, cxliii. 10]. 
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of the heaps (ruins)/ and for vnp') (v. 9) to read VTD" 
(future). 

iv. 10. The apposition fmin pan gives an incorrect 
explanation of the stone * in the hand of Zerubbabel/ 
But fpmrr is not a mere gloss (cp. Marti, Stud . Krit. 
1892, p. 213, note); it is probably a corruption either 
of him T1 or better of bworiT, a (correct) variant, pre¬ 
served by a good fortune to which we shall find parallels in 
the text of 2 Samuel, to fmit. 

CHAP. v. 3 f Parallel passages (eg. Isa. lvii. 3, Mic. 

v. 11, Zech. x. 2, Mai. iii. 5) suggest that sorcery or divina¬ 
tion must have been included among the special sins of the 
Jews. For xilTf read perhaps and for *iptD^ 

read btWtoW Dttn, * by the name of (the god) Ishmael/ See 
on Mai. iii. 5. 1 

v. 11. (Shinar?) here, as elsewhere, is suspicious, 

though firmly rooted in our texts (cp. on -ins, Gen. xiv. 13, 
18 ; nso, Gen. xxxvii. 2). See on Gen. x. 10. 

CHAP. vi. 1. The enigmatical ‘mountains of brass’ 
( = copper-yielding mountains ?) are due to the editor. Read 

‘Cushan.’ See on i. 8, and cp. on nmrn, Gen. iv. 22. 

vi. 2-7. Wellh. is nearly right, but in v. 6, not having 

the key, he could not point out that represents 

fwDnT and that the name of the district to which 

the red horses (D^DTNn, not D^O«n) were sent underlies 
Wpl^i; read DBFte [p!$]- The following words f b Tftbh 
are superfluous ; they are derived from the words which 
MT. quite correctly gives after noN v l. 

vi. 9 ff. The current explanation is hardly correct. 
The donors of the silver and gold are not ‘ Babylonian Jews/ 
but foreigners such as are referred to in Isa. lx. 13, and 
their gifts are nTO such as Haggai probably refers to in 
Hag. ii. 7. The text of this section has suffered partly by 

1 The difficulties of Isa. xliv. 5 are well known. They can only be 
fully surmounted by correcting the text in the light of Zeph. i. 5 ; we 
thus obtain a parallel both for Mai. iii. 5 and for the passage before us. 
There is no real connection between Isa. xliv. 4 and 5. V. 5 describes 
the divided religious allegiance of many of the Jews, and may originally 
have stood after v . 8. 

bbo Kip' .mi | m.T 1 ? tdk' m 

: pi?; Skvdb?* Dcai I m* 1 ? it ana' an 

*3 
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ordinary corruption, partly by editorial manipulation. Cor- 
ruptions are nS'Un, and D^n for Warn (for the 

ethnic names, see on Neh. ii. 19), iTO® for •'Smn, mrp for 
•ans or ^Nonr, mnn dyo for W>rm, rr»w for 'sow, jn 
(v. 14) for •'J-Jjn, nnw nism for i-indi, indD-Ss for 'p-'D-'-bs 
(©), miBS for mtas. The main editorial alteration is the 
substitution of Joshua ben Jehozadak for Zerubbabel ( v . 11), 
or perhaps the insertion of the whole clause about Joshua. 
It is usual to suppose, further, that the title nos, which may 
have been drawn by the editor from Jer. xxiii. 5, xxxiii. 15 
(both post-exilic, see Duhm), has supplanted the name Zerub¬ 
babel. This, however, is hardly right. The name (as we 
must call it) nos cannot be due to the editor. Why did 
he not say TVT r»DS ? and why did he accompany the bare 
nos with the strange statement nDS" 1 vnnnDI ? On the 
other hand, by a slight transposition we obtain a title such 
as Zechariah might have applied to the Messianic king. 
For *id® nos read id® }>no. }>nb, ‘striker, crusher,’ is a 

very fitting title for the Messianic king, at whose right hand 
Yah we will be invisibly present, dealing destruction to his 
enemies. Cp. Num. xxiv. 8, Ps. lxviii. 22, cx. 5. This 
applies also, of course, to iii. 8. The following words, 
nD2T vnnnoi should probably be pno - ' vnroo} ‘ and those 
that shatter him (xi. 6) he will strike (crush).’ 

CiiAr. vii. 2. ran mi nsisnip r6an. More than 

one view can be taken of this passage (see We., Marti in 
Kau. HS, and E. Bib., * Regem-melech.’ It is possible that 
justice has not been done to the reading of M@, 

which may with some reason be regarded as a distortion 
of the N. Arabian ethnic Tubal. Now ‘ Regem-melech ’ 
being more than probably a distortion of ‘ Jerahmeel,’ it 
will follow that 12NT® is not improbably a scribe’s corruption 
of ; the final ns will be a corruption of a dittographed 
n®. If so, it was three clans of N. Arabian affinities, but 
of orthodox Jewish religion, that sent to the temple to 
make certain inquiries. See, however, on 2 K. xix. 37, 
Jer. xxxix. 3, where another view of ismi® is recom¬ 
mended by the contexts. 

Chap. ix. The whole of this chapter has to do with 
Jerahmeel; the names are archaistic. Not having observed 
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this, interpreters have been involved in almost infinite 
trouble. In w. 1-8, in particular, the fact that the original 
prophecy has been worked over and recast has hindered a 
consistent historical interpretation. For w. 2b-ya let the 
student compare Am. i. 7-10 (and notes). That DIN (v. lb) 
should be d*jn, was first seen by Klost., who proposes 'n 'n?. 1 
This is better (cp. on Isa. xvii. 2) than Ball’s proposal (in 
Smith’s DB i. (2) [1893], p. 1261^, D$. Klost, of course, 

thinks of the best-known Aram. But it does not follow 
from combination of ‘ Hadrach/ Damascus, and (by con¬ 
jecture) Aram, that the northern Aram is referred to. 
Analogy warns us here as elsewhere to look out for signs 
of editorial recasting, and it is only this course which can 
clear up the difficulties of the section. It may be admitted 
to be in itself possible that Tnn may be a Hebraised form 
of the Hatarika of the Assyrian inscriptions. But if on 
other grounds the prophecy must be held to be late, we 
may well hesitate to accept this otherwise unknown name. 
Moreover, the strange prominence given to the ‘ land of 
Hadrach ’ may well give us pause. The experience which 
we have by this time had of textual errors ought to suggest 
the true explanation. Tnn is a distortion of ^NDm\ 
while ptDCTr, as elsewhere (eg. Ezek. xxvii. 18), is miswritten 
for Dans. Thus v . 1 becomes, ‘Yahwe’s oracle is on the 
land of Jerahmeel, and Cusham is its resting-place; for 
Yahwe’s are the cities of Aram, and all the tribes of Ishmael.’ 

and are, as the context shows, confounded; 

among other parallels notice Isa. xvii. 3, Ezek. xxvii. 17. 
For the tribes of Ishmael see Gen. xxv. 13-1 an< * cp. 
E . Bib. t ‘Tribes/ § 3. In v. 2 for non read roso; and for 
p-pSI ns read T)sp. In 2/. 3 a read nS nsip *mp ]irn. In 
v . 4 for n^Tr read probably (see on Ps. xlviii. 14); 

cp. the || passage, Am. i. 10. In w . 5, 6 the original proper 
names arc (}^ps ?), fro ( = Zarephath ?), f?NDTTT\ Tt&tf 

or Tintto, Dennis. In v. 6 tdd is perhaps a corruption of 

1 Stade’s only objection ( ZATW\ 1881, p. 15) to this is that the 
combination of the names ‘ Aram * and ‘ Israel * in this passage is not 
quite intelligible, whereas Israel and the heathen (m») form a natural 
antithesis. But ‘ Israel ’ also must be corrupt, if a clear and at all 
points intelligible view is to be obtained. 
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^NSQttP, i.e. Bedouin tribes. Cp. Isa. xiii. 20. But cp. E. 
Bib., * Scribe,’ § 4. 

ix. 9-17. In v. 10 a read man (Sta., We., after <g), 
and nmp (for rronf?© 'p, see on Ps. lxxvi. 4); 

probably, too, D^WiT should be ^nhdb\ Ephraim is a 
southern region. In v. \ob tFxb Q'bw UTl and q-'D 3 i ?tDD3 
are two corrupt forms of the same original, which was 
^NDrm Snjjdb-' nm for 'our, as Isa. xxvi. 3.) 

Cp. on Ps. lxxxv. 9. In v. 10 b the ana spoken of (read 
*in 3 p) is the craso ana, the stream which bounded Missur 
on the west; pN , DDN, as usual , means the extreme south 
of Palestine including the Negeb (cp. on Ps. lxxii. 8). Vv. 
11, 12 have been hardly less misunderstood than the pre¬ 
ceding verses. ‘ The blood of thy covenant ’—what does this 
mean ? The sacrifices connected with the ancient covenant 
of Yahw& with Israel (Ex. xxiv. 5 ff.) ? The sacrifices which 
Israel daily offers in virtue of the covenant and to maintain 
its validity? And what does pan mean? And what is 
the announcement made for the second time 1 in v. 12 b to 
the so-called * prisoners of hope ’ ? @ does not help us ; 
even its seductive avri /ua<; yftepa? irapoiKecrla^ aou (v. 12 b), 
which Stade (ZATW i. [1881], p. 17) approves, is but a 
clever attempt to soften the difficulty of the traditional text. 
As Nowack truly says, ‘The abrupt transition from the 
prisoners in v. 12 a to Zion in v. 12 b is very startling, and 
all the more because Zion is already in existence.’ We shall 
probably get nearer the true text of vv 11 f by reading— 

cp© pN *127©© TTPt? , ririW rvQ^n *137©© riN-oa 

! CpSnJBDDT *12©» ■’TON D"'73©0 33310^ 

The writer turns in v. 11 from the picture of the final result 
—the extended empire of Israel—to its necessary pre¬ 
liminary—the return of the exiles through a waterless desert 
region (cp. Isa. xlviii. 21, xli. 17, and cp. Isa. xxx. 6). To 
account for this, he assures his people that a stern destroying 
word (isim) will be spoken to the enemy by Yah we. It 

1 Dvn cj. ‘ Hut where is the quotation taken from,’ asks VVellhausen. 
G. Hoffmann tries to remedy the evil by reading -ijd (for v:-), i.c. «fruit,’ 
like Syr. vuigda. But in a case like this such isolated corrections are 
useless. 
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should be noticed that both mpnn (see on 2 K. xxii. 14) and 
DVH D1 appear to have grown out of D^NDnr. 

ix. 13 / ‘ It is a fight of the sons of Zion against the 

sons of the Greeks ’ (Stade ; so Wellh., Nowack, G. A. Smith). 
Stade has a right to his opinion, for he has made a very 
thorough study indeed of the passages referring to |Y* 
(reprinted in Akad. Reden , 1899, pp. 123-142). From the 
newer point of view, however, adopted in the present work, 
it is unhappily not possible to adhere to these results (see 
on Gen. x. 2). )r> (p') comes from f?NoriT, and it is more 

than probable that the 3 at the end of the second TO 3 - 
represents the n in ^NDnT, as if to make us doubly sure ; 
we may note in passing @’s rendering iirl ra re/cva t&v 
'E\X rtvaVf which is at any rate adverse to ip 33 , ‘ thy sons.’ 
Note also p ,, n in v. 14,* because he comes from Sinai ’ ?— 
asks Wellhausen. Yes; the whole atmosphere is that of S. 
Palestine and N. Arabia. 

ix. 15/ That lom should be 097), Klostermann, Stade, 

etc., have pointed out, following N c#,c ' b AQr. But solutions 
of other text-critical problems (see e.g. Stade, ZATW i. 19, 
note I, Nowack’s commentary, and the note in JQR x. 
[1898), pp. 581 /.) need to be revised in the light of the 
‘ Jerahmeelite theory.’ It will probably be found that that 
theory supplies the key to all of them.—In v. 15 both "1^3 N1 
and xhp represent ^sonr; "ons comes from —In v. 16 
IDS and na-rON "0 both represent the same original, viz. 
iso ■>33 '3 (cp. )S 23 from YlSDD, Ps. lxxix. 21). 1 mDDl3no 
may come from □■’©tmino, but a stronger expression might 
be fairly expected. [Klo.’s emendation (approved by Stade, 
p. 18), introduces a tautology with i© 33 . The corrup¬ 

tion I^Dsi for 'nT is one of the most ordinary in the O.T.; 
cp. on Isa. lxvi. 17.] 

Chap. x. 10 /. The southern * Asshur,’ Gilead, and 
Lebanon are meant; point D^D. Cp. Isa. xxvii. 12 (note), 
13, Jer. iii. 12 (note), 18. It is in S. Palestine and the 
Negeb that this writer, like Ezekiel (chaps, xlvii. /.), places 
the reunited Israelites. 

x. 11. An untimely recollection of the story of the 

1 Note that |ks3 in v. 21 corresponds to in the duplicate of the 
same distich ( v . 16). See Ps. m ii. 14. 
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Exodus has contributed to produce the present text. Read 
d' ( ?nsdb , ^3 raftin'! ]D , 'i n|!T) -nst? ;d-q nisi. ‘And 
he shall pass through Jaman-missur, and shall smite Jaman- 
gilead, and all the Ishmaelites shall be in consternation.’ 

Chap. xi. 1-3. The conclusion of x. 3 ff. According 
to Wellh. and Nowack ‘Lebanon’ and ‘Bashan’ represent 
the kingdom of the Seleucidse (also designated ‘ Asshur ’). 
But again and again Jffil is miswritten for, or altered from, 
(Am. iv. 1), and ‘Lebanon’ as often means the moun¬ 
tainous region of the N. Arabian border. For jVPn (INI we 
should in this case read pui, ‘ the pride of (mount) 

Jerahmeel. This opens up a question as to the range of 
meaning of tin and ffi'm, and as to the probability that the 
trees of the N. Arabian border were more abundant and 
more varied than at present.—In v. 2 for Tinn read perhaps 
(cp. Duhm on Isa. x. 33)-—In v. 3 for D^inn, which 
can hardly be right, read f?NDrrr> (with inVTN) ; Wellh. keeps 
OW hut omits Sn. So Am. i. 2. For DTM rilNffi read 
perhaps run# (confusions paralleled in the Psalms). 

D’T'in, of course, means the cedars (cp. SBOT on Isa. x. 34). 

xi. 4-17 and xiii. 7-9 should, as recent scholars (follow¬ 
ing Ewald) agree, be taken together. The great difficulty 
of the section is probably caused, not only by the difficulties 
necessarily inherent in such symbolic narratives, but also by 
corruption of the text. It will be most convenient to give 
at once a view of the narrative which follows naturally from 
the corrected text. The reader will at once understand 
that the course actually taken by the present writer was a 
differerent one; certain corrections of the text occurred to 
him as probable (in the light of textual phenomena, explained 
already elsewhere), and this led to a critical and exegetical 
re-examination of the whole passage. The prophet (can it 
be Jeremiah who is dramatically introduced as the speaker ?) 
has been invested by the God of Israel with what we may 
call an efficient suzerainty over his land. This suzerainty, 
he tells us in effect, was recognised even by the pitiless 
tyrants who had bought their crowns from the greater kings 
outside (‘their buyers . . . their sellers’). Its outward 
symbols were two pastoral staves, the one called by the 
prophet Ammon, the other Jerahmeel; as long as he kept 
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these staves unbroken, there was no danger to Judah, either 
from the side of Ammon or from that of JerahmeeL But 
the misrule of the tyrants continued. Weary of it, the 
prophet says that as a judicial act he {i.e. Yahw&, whom he 
represents) cut off three of them (successively) by the hand 
of Jerahmeel. He now cut asunder the staff called Ammon 
as a sign that Judah was henceforth open to destructive in¬ 
cursions from all the populations round about The tyrants 
of Judah understood this, but so small was their respect for 
the prophet’s office that, symbolically, they gave him as his 
fee no more than thirty shekels (cp. Ex. xxi. 32); this he cast 
into the temple treasury. His next step was to cut asunder 
the other staff, called Jerahmeel, as a sign that no sense of 
kinship was any longer to restrain Jerahmeel from doing its 
worst upon Judah. But before he passed into the back¬ 
ground, the prophet was directed by Yahwe to act dramati¬ 
cally the part of a Jerahmeelite tyrant (for D'pD, cp. Hab. 
i. 6). All that the native tyrants had wickedly done, the 
foreign governor would do with greater completeness. But 
Yahwe is displeased with this excessive rigour. The governor 
shall be slain, and though for a time the people of Judah 
will be so sorely tried (by Jerahmeelites) that only a third 
of it will be left, yet a bright and happy future, through the 
repentance of the people, is in store for this third.—The 
‘three shepherds’ of v. 8 seem to be Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin, 
and Zedekiah, all of whom, according to the prophet, were 
set aside, if not killed, by the king of Jerahmeel (^m). The 
cutting asunder of the staff Ammon (v. 10) may refer 
to the tradition in 2 K. xxiv. 2 (read etc.); for the 

‘ breaking of the brotherhood between Jerahmeel and Israel ’ 
cp. Am. i. 11, Ob. 10. The Jerahmeelite governor (xi. 15, 
xiii. 7) is perhaps the governor whose story is now inac¬ 
curately represented by that of Gedaliah. Cp. on Jer. xl. 

1 . iff- , . 

xi. 7. "D2 p?. Read, probably, not 77 (as 

Stade, Wellh., etc., following <g), but 'n phffc; cp. v. 5. 
Similarly in v. 11.—For read po», and for D^in read 

^NDnr (see on Ezek. xxvii. 24). So w. 10, 14. Cp. xii. 2, 
where a distinction seems to be drawn between ‘Jerahmeel’ 
and ‘ all the peoples.’ 
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xi. 8 

xi. 8. Read trih (without article) and ^Nonv T?a. The 
prophet did not himself cut off the shepherds. 

xi. 13 f For np-> ytn read perhaps (see E. Bib., 

col. 1134, foot); for Tnp'' read (certainly) rrp$, and for 
rmrr read (see above, and on xii. 2 ff). 

xi. 15-17. For ■'Vw (Houb. fritf) and S'Surr read 
•'Sndtit (cp. on Isa. x. 10); and for rm2n read rnsssn. 

CHAP. xii. 1-7. The deliverance of Jerusalem from ‘all 
the peoples round about* by the help of converted Jerah- 
meel. The idea of the conversion of a people once so hostile 
to Judah is in accordance with the gentler side of the theology 
of the Psalms (e.g. Ps. Ixxvi. 11), and underlies Jer. xlix. 39 
(where comes from 'nr), xlvii. 26 b, Ezek. xxix. 13 / 
Isa. xix. 18-25, and indeed Zech. xiv. 18. In some of these 
passages the Misrites are spoken of. But it is not only the 
conversion of Jerahmeel, but that of the remnant of the 
other ‘ peoples ’ which is anticipated ; see xii. 9 (note). 

xii. 1 f For Ww read either St-WDBT, or, with Gratz, 
bWit, and for 7 mm-Ss read ^Nonv. rmrr may equally 
well represent Vit and nr 1 ; here it stands for the latter, and 

for “>ND. 

xii. 4-7. For nTWP read VlT, and note that DlSl is 
not to be rendered ‘ in their heart ’; it represents ^NDirr, 
which was presumably written as a correction of rmrr. In 
v. 5 note (or • | g t pt?); cp. the of Edom, Gen. 

xxxvi. 15 ff. Note also ‘ Yahwe . . . their God.’ For the 
equalising of Judah and Jerahmeel, cp. Isa. xix. 24 f. 

xii. 9-xiii. 1. A strangely altered passage! It is the 
repentance of Jerahmeel and the remnant of the other 
peoples, not of the * house of David and the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem,’ which is here described. 

xii. 9. For TOffinS fflpaw (‘ I will seek to destroy! ’) read 
Ttpri^ nonN, ‘ I plan to bring back (to the true God).’ Not 
only Jerahmeel but all the nations which came against Jeru¬ 
salem are to be converted and restored to prosperity. To 
the references on w. 1-7 add Jer. xlviii. 47. 

xii. 1 On. The scribe had the phrases TTT rva and 
D^GJ'rr Harp (y. 8) in his mind ; he was also, perhaps, un¬ 
equal to following the soaring flight of the prophetic writer. 
Hence the former phrase supplanted (most probably) rr>3 
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Tin, and the latter (note the warning Pasek) a dittographed 
D'ONSDUT. The other distortions are more purely accidental. 
For 1 jn read rnriN, ‘brotherhood*; an allusion to xi. 
14A Also for ■'Sn wim read, certainly, The 

subject of this verb is D^NDriT, which underlies the mis¬ 
placed corruption D^nn. The difficulty arising out of 
nN now disappears. It is not a fragment of some personal 
name (We.), but a corruption of ^ = ^ 2 ?. The personage 
who was ‘pierced through* by the Jerahmeelites was some 
member of the Davidic house, possibly Zerubbabel. 

xii. 1 ob. TTPH-Ss Plausible, and seemingly 

confirmed by nort). There is, however, a want of 

definiteness in this comparison, and a suspicious resemblance 
in the latter phrase (in which noro is, on the ground of idiom, 
disputable) to ^aonr. If the reader will courteously read 
the next note at this point, he will see that there is good 
reason to admit a Jerahmeelitc atmosphere. Returning to 
v. 10b, he will thus be driven to the conclusion that the 
contents of xii. 10b are, with some variation, what we find 
in v . 11. Read f?NDnT“f?2> 1DDOD rbz TWDX ‘Because 
of Jerahmeel* means ‘because of the slaughter at Beth- 
jerahmeel.* Cp. on Jer. vi. 26, Am. viii. 10. 

xii. 11. For dS&Tivi read, probably, fwsD&ra; for 
pDYnn read Trrr (pon is a variant to p-fco); and for n$pn 
(pen) pnJiD read rovea The Jerahmeelites, it is 

announced, will mourn as bitterly for the scion of the royal 
Jewish house astheirforefathers did when Hadad,king of Edom 
[Aram ?], lost his life in the war with David ; see on 1 K. 
xi. 15-17. The corruptions of SwDnv and roso here assumed 
are supported by parallels elsewhere (see e.g. on Am. i. 5). 
‘En-rimmon* comes from ‘ En-jerahmeel,* and m-k-d[ = l] is 
one of the possible representatives of Jerahmeel (cp. E. Bib ., 
‘ Makkedah ’). A different view of this passage is taken in 
E . Bib., * Hadadrimmon.* The worship of Tammuz did in 
fact give occasion for bitter mourning as for an only son. 
But the Jerahmeelite theory is so generally applicable in 
II. Zechariah that we cannot be wrong in applying it here. 
Zech. xii. 11 now supplies the key to Jer. iii. 23. In both 
passages a great national religious function at the sanctuary 
of Gibeath-jerahmeel seems to be referred to. 
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xii. 12 


xii. 12 f The i families * of the land are the 4 families 1 
of the N. Arabian borderland which the prophetic writers 
desire to see annexed by the Jews. Note the phrase in v . 14, 

1 the families that remain/ and cp. xiv. 1 6 f y * every one that 
is left of all the nations/ etc., and 4 the families of the land/ 

For TTrira read TrrrrrQ; for jnirrpl read (or 

;rro 'l); for read ^Honr-rra; for read 

CHAP. xiii. 7. Vv . 7-9 (see above) should come after 

xi. 17. For ''TVtoX 'iTrfwi (truly an extraordinary expres¬ 
sion !) read, probably, ^NonT rvop'-jsr^si. Perhaps, too, 
comes from 'rm, *.<?. 'bt*nrr\'' (i.e. the 4 Jerahmeelite 
shepherd'). 

Chap. xiv. 3. M mp tiv'Z (so ®). According to Wellh., 
4 v. 3 b says nothing, and exists solely because of the parallel¬ 
ism/ But is this so? The ending Tip is several times 
incorrect; see on Ps. lv. 22, lxviii. 31, lxxviii. 9. Probably 
as in Ps. lxxviii. 9 'p should be ^NDnT. The reference is 
probably to 2 S. v. 17-21 (see note). 

xiv. $a. M tDin»7 ^sp Dnpl ittto). We. remarks, 4 All 
interpreters admit that Zech. xiv. was written at least 1 50 years 
after the earthquake in the time of Uzziah (Am. i. 1)/ Like 
Nowack, he holds that this is archaistic colouring designed 
to produce the impression that the writer was a contemporary 
of the event. But considering how the archaistic theory 
has failed us already, and also considering the amount of 
admitted corruption in the context, it is more probable that 
the text is wrong. Read Tintpi* 'o 'd 'd. The reference 
probably is to some N. Arabian invasion later than that 
which comes before us disguised as an invasion of Nebuchad¬ 
rezzar. The following words, 'in are apparently an 
incorrect gloss. 

xiv. 5^-9. The original text probably spoke only of the 
Jerahmeelites and the Cushites. In v . 5 b read IE* D^tfa-bn. 
In v. 6, ^orrr rvpn 71s rrrr-riS [ms]. V. 7 a may be 
largely made up of corrupt forms of and v. 7b may 

be a corrupt repetition of v. 6a. In v. 8 the singular terms 
^D7p and ]nriN imply the recasting of Dt. xi. 24 (see note). 
In v. ga p^n means the expanded land of Israel; in b , read 
probably [Wottn] rrri rrb nyr (cp. on Obad. 21 b). 
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xiv. 10. A much misunderstood passage. For a see 
note on Jer. xxxi. 22 ; abtD'iT, as often, should be 
The following word nONn is generally taken as = non, in 
support of which DNpl in Hos. x. 14a is quoted. But DNpT 
is corrupt (see note); both in DMpT and in the place-name 
noNi, n is an index of ^>NDm\ Most probably noNTi repre¬ 
sents fwonn, a gloss on Wear (MT. oSan-r). After man, 
warn’' must have dropped out—a consequence of the mis¬ 
reading 'yv just before. Cp. xii. 6. 

xiv. 14. For oSanr read Woffi', ‘Judah also shall 
fight against Ishmael.’ Only so is there a connection. 

15* Corruptions as in Isa. lxvi. 20 (see note). 
Read itt D'bwt-^oi a^Momvn cna-ran eaten nsao. 
xiv I 8 /, 21. Point D'lSD. For njQD read npp (cp. on 



MALACHI 


That ’OnSd is not the writer’s real name is obvious. It has 
not been noticed, however, that 'd is simply a corruption of 
Zephaniah is described by his name as a Zaphonite, 
Haggai (possibly) as a Hagrite; it is very possible and even 
probable that the author of the last prophetic writing was 
called a Jerahmeelite. Bachmann (AT. Untersuch. 1894), 
according to Cornill (EinlS z) 207), detects underneath the 
apparent quotation from Hag. ii. 15, which in follows the 
title of the Book of Malachi, a Hebrew gloss which ran 
ibl '1DID']. We have already met with so many cleverly dis¬ 
guised originals in MT. that we ought not to dismiss this view 
too hastily ; Torrey s refutation is surely inadequate (see on 
1 K. xxii. 286). The main point to observe is that 'OnSo, 
'rrP, and are in meaning identical. See on iii. 1. 

Chap. i. 3. rnan*?. Read perhaps rtwtob* It is usual 
to auote @ in support of the emendation nvo^ or (Torrey) 
rn??. But Swete’s text gives So/iara (gifts ?). 

Chap. ii. 3. Winckler (A OF ii. 533) rightly sees that 
no superficial emendations (such as those mentioned by 
Nowack) are of any avail. But his own corrections are 
inadequate; he makes a mere insertion to soften 

the (corrupt) flhs ; he also leaves the closing words un¬ 
accounted for. With the key in our hand, we cannot doubt 
as to the right correction (how familiar to us is QTiD !). What 
we have here is a prediction of the expulsion of the Jerah- 
meelites or Misrites from Palestine, and of the dismissal of 
the temple-servants (many of them Jerahmeelites by birth 
or sympathy) with them. Read— 
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TiNto;*! n?m 'Dno dd^dd-Ss ’'npyi h^p-ns] 'nr' nsj 

: i ?MDnT' dddn 

ii. 10-16. This very difficult passage, which has recently 
been ably commented upon by Torrey {JBL xvii. 4 /, 8 ff .; 
cp. E. Bib ., * Malachi,’ § 4) and Winckler (A OF ii. 537 f), 
should, if my methods can be trusted, be restored thus— 

73Q3 ana M-uq irm by nb>n ^pirr^ ion nSh 10 

rrntep rayin') rrnrr rrm 11 : *i:rco*j m# ^Npm; pi? 

: npa nrj 1 »>p ini? i»n mm orjp rrpim SVn ■>3 fwyptf-a 
nrpp urap*i ^Npirria i'in nto: -uj>n mm rrfl? 12 

TOip-ni? d-'p'th'! c©} m«3to nrip 18 : n'iN33 mmS 

: DpT?p pri nnpVl nnjpn-^N mas *ru> pNp f?NDrrrx> mm 
nni? amt? -pST; nmi? p3fi *fy»2t ir'-rrr mn' ->5 bs no-bs omow 14 
'rrv> m$b am? 15 : n-a-is rrfpN'i n^pip-j N'm nra nrmy 
Viv p$qn ^nomra mppabi D , n^H pt? rjpap 'itp npa 
niHas mm apw n^Nspab Dppa ©n? ■'nipto-p 1 ® : -i^cp-Sm 
: vraqn nVi worm D^apmaa ^isntrr: mSw 

10 4 Has not Jerahmeel another father? is there not another God 
in Arabia? Why commit we treason in the land of Jerahmeel, to 
profane the covenant of our fathers ? 11 Judah has become traitorous; 
an abomination is practised in Ishmael; for Judah has profaned 
Yahwfe’s holy things which he loves, and has eaten in the house of 
a foreign god. 12 May Yahwe cut off every man that deals with a 
familiar spirit, a wise one, in Jerahmeel, and (also) offers a gift to 
Yahwe Sebaoth ! 13 And this do I hate. Cushites and Edomites 

serve Yahwe’s altar as in Jerahmeel, so that he no longer regards 
the gift or accepts pleasant offerings at your hand. 14 And ye say, 
Wherefore ? Because Yahwb has made known a distinction between 
thee and the woman who has a wise spirit, by whom thou hast 
committed treason (?), seeing that she is a Jcrahmeelite, an Arabian 
woman. 15 And Jerahmeel ministers to another god, and why does 
Jerahmeel practise sorcery in the land of God (Yahwe)? Then 
beware of Jerahmeel, and in the land of Jerahmeel let none commit 
treason. 16 For I hate the spells and the divination of the 
Ishmaelites, saith Yahwe Sebaoth, Israel’s God. Then beware of 
Jerahmeel, and commit not treason.’ 

Torrey and Winckler have independently pointed out that 
the rebuke in this section is directed, not against marriage 
with heathen women and divorce, but against the encroach- 
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ii. 16 


ment of some foreign cult (so (Jg Pesh.). So far I follow 
them, but in details I have to take another course. Torrey 
explains the central part of the passage thus: ‘Judah has 
dealt falsely with the wife of his youth, the covenant religion, 
and is wedding a strange cult. The sanctuary of Yahwe is 
profaned. The worshippers (who, of course, insist that they 
are still worshipping Yahwe) lament because their offerings 
fail to bring a blessing, and are strangely unable to see why 
ill-fortune has come upon them.’ 

Winckler has this advantage over Torrey that he more 
fully realises the uncertainty of MT., and sees that com¬ 
paratively easy, superficial emendations are useless. Among 
other readings of MT., he rightly questions rrgtp ( y . 13). 
According to the ordinary view, ‘ Malachi * passes over in 
v. 13 to a second subject; Torrey denies this, but keeps 
rrm Winckler, on the other hand, follows (Jg, which gives 
teal ravra a ifiLaovv en-oieZre. Both these scholars retain 
IDD Stfyj ( v . 11), though Winckler suggests the bare 

possibility of reading instead of Sm, and rendering, ‘ he 
has built a place of cultus of a foreign god *; ‘ the daughter 
of a foreign god/ according to them, is a symbolic phrase 
for a foreign cult. Torrey, however, remarks that <*g Pesh. 
have nothing that corresponds to TO, ‘ the daughter (of)/ and 
content themselves with general terms for idolatrous worship. 
According to Winckler (AOF ii. 538 ; cp. ii. 423), it is the 
Adonis-cult which is referred to. Zeus Epiphanius (= Me- 
sammem-el [Wi.]) was identical with Tam muz or Adonis, 
the mourning for whom may be referred to by ‘ Malachi/ 
i.e. if mm in v. 13 is really a substitute for the name of the 
4 foreign god.’ The latter view is also taken by Winckler of 
the mention of mm at the end of v . 12. Winckler and 
Torrey are agreed in holding that v. 15 baffles explanation, 
but the former thinks that, since the Tammuz-cult is referred 
to in v . 13, nblD in v. 16 presumably means the dirge of 
Tammuz, and the covering of the garment with violence 
( v . 16) means the usual mourning ceremony of rending the 
garment. Torrey is only on one point bolder than Winckler ; 
as a correction of the strange reading (1 v . 12; AV 

and RV ms *, ‘ him that waketh and him that answereth *) he 
offers Qha? (cp. iii. 19). 



MALACHI 


197 


iii. 5 

Winckler, and somewhat less clearly Torrey, have both 
seen the problems of the text; but they have been without 
the only trustworthy key to their solution, and Torrey is 
rather too much afraid of touching MT. The rebuke of 
4 Malachi 9 is really directed against some of those heathenish 
Jerahmeelite usages that are denounced in Ezek. viii. and 
Isa. lvi., lxv., Ixvi. The Jewish berith or religion came from 
Yah we, not from the god and father of Jerahmeel (cp. Num. 
xxi. 29). What right have Israelites to practise abominable 
foreign rites, and to hold intercourse with diviners, either in 
the land of Jerahmeel or among the Jerahmeelites of Jeru¬ 
salem ? (That many Jerahmeelites had settled themselves 
in Palestine, is clear ; see on Ezra ii. 66 f) And what 
place have N. Arabians in the temple of Yahwe? They 
can still be seen (as in Ezekiel's time—Ezek. xliv. 9 a) act¬ 
ing as sacrifices of Yahwe, as if they were in Jerahmeel 
serving the god of the land. Yet you wonder at Yahwe’s 
displeasure, and ask a reason. It is because of the broad 
distinction between the holy Israelite and the unholy diviner 
by the 'db. (To have dealings with such contributed to bring 
about Israel’s ruin ; see 2 K. xxi. 6, 10.) To Jerahmeel and 
all its doings Yahwe has an antipathy ; beware, then, of 
Jerahmeel. 

Among the corrections here put forward note especially 
these—Sa^atm for Strum, 1 Sstri for Ss:n (v. 1 1), 'ojrm 
for msn ns ( V . 12), SwonriD for rrpDtn ( v . 13, cp. on 

pfhOpn, Ezek. viii. 3 ; and on pD*, Num. xiii. 33), for 

TTO (v. 14), for tiplo ( v . 15), and Dpp for Don ( v . 

16). Observe, too, that this is not the only passage in 
which ypp and (see v. 12) have supplanted StfDm\ 

It is possible that in v . 14, for m nmil we should 
read m nriDDp, since 1 TJil generally means ‘to be 
treacherous to.’ 

Chap. iii. 1. For read StO'D-nt* (the angelic 

patron of Israel, Dan. x. 13, 21). Note, just after, 
n>rn cp. E . Bib., ‘ Michael,’ § 11 ; ‘ Prophet,’ § 28 (a). 

iii. 5. Winckler (A OF ii. 539) sees that and 

1 is followed in MT. by cSarrai, but originally, for 'vai, 
there stood 'wycirai, a correction of Vmzra. 'it and 'w are often con- 
founded. 
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iii. 5 


ought to represent classes of men analogous to 
the tTD$Dp or ( sorcerers.* But I doubt his ‘ nuph-priests * 
and ‘ shaba-priests.* The class-names we want are 
1 diviners ’ (see Isa. ii. 6, lvii. 3) and D'JQB 3 . 

For the corrupt *ipa& cp. 1 S. xvii. 5, 7 = Wear. 

See on Zech. v. 3/ 



PART III 


FIRST AND SECOND SAMUEL 

The textual difficulties of the Books of Samuel are only 
too well known. If the present writer often differs from his 
able predecessors (among whom Wcllhauscn and Kloster- 
mann are conspicuous) this will excite no surprise. The 
surprise would be if one who has a somewhat new point of 
view should have nothing original to suggest by way of 
supplementing the existing commentaries and dictionaries. 
It may only be necessary to add that if the proper names 
dealt with in some of these notes arc generally taken to 
indicate that the bearers of them resided in S. Palestine or 
even in the Negeb, this is not merely because of their 
apparent Jcrahmcclitc connection, for it is certain that a 
great Semitic migration from Arabia took place between 
3000 and 2000 N.C., which has left its traces in early royal 
Babylonian names, and which cannot have failed to influence 
the names of Palestine. We might, in fact, expect to find 
names plainly of North Arabian origin anywhere in Palestine. 
The inference drawn in these notes from the names in 1 and 
2 Samuel is based on the fact that the legends and histories 
of the Old Testament, when critically examined, arc most 
easily intelligible on the hypothesis that they come from 
circles closely connected with the N. Arabian border-land, 
and that it was this region which exercised the most direct 
and continuous influence on that section of the Hebrew race, 
from which the Old Testament records appear to proceed. 
The reader is courteously requested (1) not to form his final 
judgment till he has worked through the whole of the evidence 

14 
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which will be produced for a greatly modified view of the 
Israelitish history and literature, and (2) to remember that 
no one more appreciates the importance of extra-biblical 
evidence than the present writer, who retracts nothing that 
he has hitherto said on this subject, and is anxiously waiting 
for further archaeological and Assyriological suggestions, 
especially with regard to the history of the northern 
Israelites. Without a more thorough textual criticism, the 
archaeological work of Bliss and Sellin and the Assyriological 
researches of Winckler and Zimmern will only be of half the 
use that one desires, but with such preliminary work as is 
here at any rate attempted, most welcome historical surprises 
may in due time be hoped for. 



FIRST SAMUEL 


Chap. I. I f —Samuel's father is introduced with a word 
which, as Budde (KHC) truly says, only has a clear 
raison d'etre in the case of a nameless person (cp. Judg. 
ix. 53,2 K. iv. i [both times nnw], I K. xiii. 11). The 
only parallel for Ofa* as here used is Judg. xiii. 2, where, 
after the prefixed words, comes ‘his name was Manoah.’ 
Now Manoah’s home, as we shall see, was placed by the 
original legend in the Negeb, another name for which was 
Jerahmeel. We also find in** again and again standing, by 
textual corruption, for (see e.g. on Gen. iv. 25, 1 Chr. 

vii. 12). See also on inw, Zeph. iii. 9 (10). inn ttm in 
Judg., /.c., should therefore probably be Snottt BFn ; cp. nr» 
Judg. x. 1. In all probability Samuel himself—a son 
of Jerahmeel (see below)—was also connected with the 
Negeb. If so, we need not hesitate to make the same 
correction here. 

D'lntfin’ip. The explanation of Wcllhauscn, 
adopted by Driver, shows his wonted acuteness. There are, 
however, cogent objections to it (see E. Bib., col. 4011), and 
Wellh. forgets that a clan-name would be just as suitable as 
a place-name to indicate Elkanah’s extraction. The easiest 
emendation is [or riQSpp ^Dpri“]p. 'HbD, however, like 

non and non, and like tidd in Gen. xxxvi. 39, comes ulti¬ 
mately from [^ndtit. 1 The ‘ mount Ephraim ’ spoken of 
was therefore a district in the Negeb; a view which is 

1 Marq. {Fund. 14) is wrong in emending ncc in x. 21 into nrs (for 
na:' nao does no doubt exist (1 Chr. ix. 8), but both Michri, Bichri, 
and Matri all have a right to exist as independent popular corruptions 
of ^Nonv. 
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i. i 

supported by numerous other passages. Saul too, as we 
shall see, was at any rate of Jerahmeelite extraction, and 
very probably also belonged to the Negeb. It is true that 
Elkanah’s house was at Ramah (v. 19, ii. 11). But there 
was a Ramah in the Negeb (xxx. 27), and Ramah (i.e. 
Jerahmeel) and Mizpah (i.e. Zarephath? see on Judg. xx. 1) 
were both frequented by Samuel (vii. 16 /). We now 
understand better how the Chronicler and his authority (?) 
came to make Elkanah a Levite. He was at any rate con¬ 
nected with the southern Zarephath, which was in early 
times a great centre of the Levites (see E. Bib. ‘ Moses,’ § 
17). For D'O'12 see further on ix. 5. 

According to Marq. (Fund. 12 /.) the genealogy in i. 1 
is made up of two reports, viz. Elkanah ben Jerahmeel 
(Jeroham) and Elihu ben Tahan (Nahath, etc.). Certainly 
there are two genealogies of Samuel in 1 Chr. vi. 18-23 and 
7-13, which Marq. acutely analyses. Who Elihu is, this 
critic does not expressly say, but he allows us to infer that 
it was, according to one tradition, the name of Samuel’s 
father (cp. E. Bib., ‘ Elihu,’ 2). He omits (Zuph), how¬ 
ever, as being the name of a place, not of a clan. But how 
does Marq. know that sps, or the name represented by it, 
was never used as a clan-name, and that Tohu, or its original, 
never passed as a place-name ? The truth probably is that 
= [n]D-i2, and that Sarephath, disguised as Resheph 
(1 Chr. vii. 25), could be used as a clan-name. Tohu, 
Tahath, and Tahan may all spring from Naphtoah (clan- 
name and place-name); see on Naphtuhim, Gen. x. 13. The 
name we could spare best in i. 1 is Elihu. Omitting this, 
the description of Elkanah’s origin would be ‘ a Jerahmeelite, 
having a family connection with Naphtoah and Zarephath.’ 
Another name of Zarephath was probably Mizpah (a modifi¬ 
cation of Zephath); see above. In truth ‘Elihu’ is only 
an ancient distortion of * Jerahmeel ’; here, however, it may 
have sprung from an early variant to Dm\ i.e. an original 
reading was miswritten rrrf?N. ‘Elkanah’ itself 

may come from Kinathiel (from rrrp, connected with 
the tribal name pp). After the ‘genealogy’ comes ’IYidn, 
‘an Ephrathite’; there was, as we have seen (on Gen. 
xxxv. 16, 1 Chr. ii. 19), an Ephrath in the Negeb. Cp. 
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E . Bit,, 4 Jerahmeel,’ § 3 (with Cook’s conjecture), 4 Jeroham,’ 

4 Tahath.’ 

TO3D (favvava), as Bateson Wright suggests (see E. Bib., 

4 Peninnah’), may be related to Jephunneh (father of Caleb). 

i. 3. nStp. If the most venerated Israelitish sanctuaries 
were in the Negeb, the presumption is that the Shiloh of 
this story was also in that region. Shiloh, Shaul, and 
Shalisha may therefore all be connected. The site of Shiloh 
is described in Judg. xxi. 12, 19, 21. It was in the land 
of (so read); it was near the border of the (southern) 
land of Benjamin ; it was N. of Beth-el and E. of the road 
from Beth-el to Cushan (so read); it was S. of Libnah (so 
read). Cp., however, E. Bib., 4 Shiloh.’ 

'bs. Eli has no genealogy (in spite of ii. 27, 30 /). 
His sons are called rDQn and DmD, which are obviously the 
same name (cp. Jabal and Jubal). If Eli was really of the 
Levi-tribe (see ii. 27 /), it is possible that his name was 
originally given as Eleazar or Eliezer, for Eleazar ( = Eliezer) 
was known as the father of Phinehas. But it is also possible 
that 4 Eli * comes from or J?NOm\ On the origin 

of onDD see E. Bib., 4 Phinehas,’ and note the corroboration 
of the view that Phinehas comes from 4 Jerahmecl,’ furnished 
by Jer. xlvi. 1 5 (see Crit. Bib.). 

i. 6. rrDinrr TOM. Read rrps FITUQ. Cp. Wellh. 
and Klost. on 2 S. xii. 21. 

i. 20. Semu’el and Sa’ul (with Ishmael and 

Shobal) are probably modifications of the southern clan- 
name Shema' (= Sheba", aa^aa, Josh. xix. 2), with the 
afformative b or bn. Cp. v. 28, where htiMM is expressly 
made = Vine. For contributions to study see E * Bib., 
4 Names,’ § 39 ; ‘ Shemuel,’ with references ; 4 Shem, Names 
with*; and especially 4 Saul,’ § 1 b. Note that <rafxovri\ 
represents b^toV in Gen. xlvi. 10 (A), I S. xi. 13 (B*), 15 
(BA), xv. 12 (B), while craovX represents WlDtD in xv. 12 
(B). In 1 S. xxviii. 12 the bn'WW of MT. should be b^W 
(Perles). See also the two readings in xi. 7. This easy 
confusion is significant. 

Chap. ii. 23. aynarm*. H. P. Smith says, 4 lack¬ 
ing in and difficult to construe. ... It seems better to 
leave the words out.* Similarly, he adds, on D^n, 4 im- 
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possible. The has come in by false duplication of the 
following bn. 3 has tcvpLov , which perhaps represents ; 

but notice the phrase mm DS at the end of the next verse.' 
To this Budde can only add the suggestion that 'tt 
( without n«) may be an alternative reading to v . 24. All 
this is mere groping in the dark. Just assume the result of 
criticism of the earlier books, and use experience in the 
correction of textual errors elsewhere, and all becomes plain. 

as in Ps. Ixxviii. 4 gb (see Ps^\ has been produced 
from a miswritten f?NDm\ 7 lTn« has in part a similar 
origin ; i.e. TXTJ represents SonT, and the whole complex 
of letters 't-hnd. Upon this, in the original text, followed 
the true reading, viz. 't nistD. ‘Jerahmeel’ is a 

synonym for the Negeb, where Shiloh probably was (cp. on 
v . 28, end), ©'s tcvpLov = mm, which is not unfrequently 
a corruption of V?T = ^NDnT ; thus (3 and MT. both point 
to the proposed reading. hSn was facilitated by the near 
neighbourhood of this word in the same verse. 

ii. 24. mm D v ’i32ND, ‘seems unintelligible' (H. P. 
Sm.). Budde, ‘(that I hear) Yahwe’s people spread,' which, 
he thinks, ‘ remains a satisfactory rendering.’ Driver takes 
the same view, but adds that the text seems doubtful. (3 
gives rod pbij $ov\€V€tv ( tisg ) \aov 8e(p y which seems as un¬ 
original as MT. It is probable that the true text stopped 
at anm, and that mm as represents di? Snchtd 

which got into the margin (from another MS.) as a 
double variant to nND in v. 23. 

ii. 28, end. ShnKT ; <J 5 , vi&v ’ lap . efe (SpSurtv. ek 
ftp. ‘ is an extremely weak explanation' (Wellh.). It pre¬ 
supposes bltS, and forms of bln sometimes (see eg. on Isa. 
vii. 14 fy lxvi. 17) represent Possibly there was an 

early reading VrT ' 31 . Though the term 'iBT X)1 became 
universal, yet it is possible that the Israelites who dwelt in 
the Negeb were sometimes denominated Vn\ 1 Jerahmeelites.* 
As opposed to hostile Jerahmeelites (Amalekites, etc.) they 
may have called themselves ‘sons of Israel,' but, as settlers 
in the land of Jerahmeel, and worshippers at the old Jerah- 
meelite sanctuaries, they may have thought it natural to style 
themselves ‘sons of Jerahmeel.' See on vv. 23, 29, and on 
Gen. xxi. 33). 
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ii. 29. 'to' riTOD"f?D. ‘It would be easy to read 

'GM, but b appears also in (g’s v)Q b ’ (Wellh.). Hitz., Driv. (?), 
Klost., Bu. accept But is this quite natural ? ‘ Ye 

make yourselves fat (?) with the offerings of Israel/ is a good 
sense, and is only obscured by the addition of the words 
‘before me’ (‘ defying me?’ or ‘ before I receive my portion?’). 
Surely 'o^b is half right; i.e. it is the disguise of a longer 
word—*?NDnT, which is a variant to Wittr (see on v. 28, 
end). 

ii. 36. anfr’i-Di qoD rrraiA, onS-no bnvb. For the 
first group of words <g w has dfio\ov apyvpiov , to which <g A 
adds /cal iv aprep ev [&vi\ ; (J§ L £v o/ 3 o\(p apyvpiov /cal ev aprep 
kvL For the second, (J§ I!A efyayeiv aprov , (j) 1 ' rov cf>ayelv aprov 
/cvpiov. The rendering o/3o\o9 for implies a combina¬ 

tion of the word with mi, a Hebrew weight (o^th of a 
shekel). Vg.,‘ ut offerat nummum/ makes another guess (-an, 
‘to collect’). Frd. Del. (ProL 149), followed by BDB, 
explains ‘ payment ’ (Ass. agaru % ‘ to acquire, hire a person/ 
Muss-Arnolt). The word is very suspicious. In E . Bib 
‘ Spelt/ it is suggested to correct *|D3 'mb into nDDD 3DS 1 ?, 
‘ for an omer of spelt.’ But this is too literary a correction. 
The prophecy in vv. 27-36 is full of religious-political mean¬ 
ing. The first word one can identify is Dtps, which (as in 
Isa. Hi. 3) underlies F|D3. One then sees that rmitf repre¬ 
sents i-honS (11 = 0), i.e. ^NDrrr (cp. Gen. xiv. 1). 

“03 and Dnf? are both among the current disguises of this 
same ethnic (for % see on Gen. xiii. 10, and for f b> on Gen. 
xxxv. 19). We now pass to the second group. as in 

^.28 (©), represents Snottp ; no probably comes from rv3 ; 
nnb and mm (appended in <J| L ) have already been explained. 
The whole verse should be explained thus, Whoever is left 
of Eli’s clan, after the great catastrophe described in vv. 31, 
33^, shall, with abject humility, beseech the ‘faithful priest’ 
(ix. the Zadokites) to put him into one of the priestly offices 
in Beth-jerahmeel. Beth-jerahmeel was apparently the 
name of a city in the Negeb with an important sanctuary 
(see on x. 5, Jer. ii. 34), in which the few survivors of Eli’s 
clan hoped to receive posts. Read 3DN1 *)b mnnBrrf? Ntr 
^NDrrp-rrg rninsn nmr^N 'dd. '11 'mb represents SNDrm 
Dtps, which omit as marginal glosses (It will be 
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noticed that (J5 L, s aprov Kvpiov is here explained for the first 
time, mrr is simply Vm = @ J s omission of no, 

however, is adequately accounted for by Budde; ‘ a morsel 
of Yahwe's bread * would be a most inappropriate ex¬ 
pression.) 

Chap. iii. 20. ‘ From Dan to Beersheba/ Le. in all the 

sanctuaries where Israelite pilgrims congregated, Samuel's 
prophetic call had become known. Cp. on 2 S. iii. 10, 
xxiv. 2. 

Chap. iv. 1. There is no sufficient reason to doubt that 
wherever ‘Eben ha-ezer’ occurs (iv. 1, v. 1, vii. 12) the same 
place is meant. It was near Aphek, according to iv. 1, and 
between Mizpah (Zarephath ?) and Shen (Shunem ?), accord¬ 
ing to vii. 12. was a clan-name. Cp. Ezer, (I) one of the 
b'ne 9ur (Ashhur), 1 Chr. iv. 4 ; (2) a priest, mentioned with 
Malchijah and Elam (Jerahmeelite names), Neh. xii. 42 ; (3) 
one of the b'ne Ephraim, mentioned in a group of Negeb 
names, 1 Chr. vii. 21 ; (4) one of eleven Gadites bearing 
Jerahmeelite names, 1 Chr. xii. 9. Note also Azariah. 
Eben-ezer (not ha-ezer, originally) meant ‘ stone of Ezer/ 
It is more difficult to reach a safe conclusion as to Aphek. 
The final redactor of Kings probably knew of an Aphek E. 
of the Jordan ( Fik\ But in Josh., Judg., 1 S., and also in 
the original form of I K. xx. 26, 30, 2 K. xiii. 17, 25, a 
place in the Negeb was meant. This place must have had 
strategic importance. It was near Eben-ezer, also near 
Jezreel (xxix. 1), and in Josh. xiii. 4 it is apparently repre¬ 
sented as on the border of the Arammites (so read), and as 
near the land of the Misrites (so read), and of the men of 
(the southern) Gebal. In Josh. xii. 18, too, it is most prob¬ 
ably (according to the intention of the original writer) a 
place of the Negeb. For all the place-names in the text of 
Kings may be readily explained as Negeb names, and note 
in particular that the next name to Aphek is ]VitD*?, which 
is probably a corruption of pfrw, ‘ Shilon 1 = * Shiloh/ This 
view would illustrate the sending for the ark mentioned in 
v, 4. 

iv. 10. (g's rayfjL&Tcov (MT. ^in) suggests that, as in 
xv. 4, ethnics stood in the original text, and that we should 
read [ixbl] "mo rDDii vrm ; libl may be a 
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gloss on 'out. This is agreeable to parallels. ^D v i and 
may both represent fragments of 'obt ; 'StD also may have 
come from Sn^dbt. Right method leads with some certainty 
to this result. See on xv. 4. 

iv. 21. TDD'N, really a distortion of btfOnT ; cp. on 

Ex. vi. 20. Like from 'oBT. This bears on the 

‘ golden mice * of chap. vi. Cp. E. Bib., ‘ Ichabod.’ 

CHAP. v . 1-5. TTODH is here a corruption of Tims (cp. 
on Am. iii. 9), the N. Arabian Asshur or Ashhur is meant 
The ‘ Philistines ’ are really the Zarephathites (Gen. x. 14). 
—constant foes of Israel. The god of Asshur is called ]M 1 , 
probably an alteration of ‘Gadon’ (not so 1 Macc. x. 83, 
see on Judg. xvi. 23). Priests and worshippers of this god 
avoid treading on the threshold of his house ; see on Zeph. 
i. 8 _/!; 1 K. xviii. 21. 

v. 6-vi. 20. The difficulties of this portion of the 

narrative are enormous indeed. The ingenuity of the 
attempts to overcome them will scarcely be denied by any 
one; I have done my own best (valeat quantum ) in the 
article 4 Emerods * (E. Bib.). Further experience, however, 
of the frequency of the phenomenon of an underlying text, and 
of certain recurrent types of corruption, together with the 
enforced correction of Ps. lxxviii. 66, has enabled me to 
clear up the passage with an approach to certainty. First, 
as to D^DS, D*nniD, and ; all spring from corruptly 

written ethnics, (cp. on Mic. iv. 8) from D'S^OBT, 

□'Hnio (cp. non) from and DniDS (cp. on Isa. 

lxvi. 17) from D^NDnT or DpSoj?. In v. 6 has (after 
67 rl *Af.) ual eirrfyayev avTols, /cal e%e%eaev avrols eh ra 9 vav 9, 
teal fie<rov 77)9 X®P a ave<f>v 7 }<rav five 9; © L L slightly 
fuller. Here e%e%e<rev seems to Klost. to have come from 
e%e<rT 7 }crev (DQJTn). This may be right (cp. ncnrrD, v. 9) ; 
certainly eh ra9 vav? [avrcov, L] represents DIT'niDI^ (cp. 
on Isa. ii. 16, Ps. xlviii. 8). DDBT1 in MT. seems to repre¬ 
sent The text of v . 6 must once have run 

somewhat like this, 'bs*\ DBiJp. D'n'H&Nrrby *'’ 1 ' ‘TIDn'l 

on** mpm onw rayj d^nsdbt [d^ndttv]. The 

meaning is that first of all Yahwe sent a panic among the 
Asshurites (accompanied by sudden deaths, see v. 12), upon 
which Amalekite or Ishmaelite plunderers set upon them, 
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and slew them everywhere, even in their towns or palaces 
(cp. ‘ palaces of Asshur/ Am. ii. 9). 

v. 8 f By the advice of the □"On (see on Josh. xiii. 3) 
the ark is taken to 1 Gath/ or rather ‘ Rehoboth * (xxi. 1 o). 
The same events ensued. First, the panic. Then the 
attack of the Amalckites. The closing words nnb Tinun 
represent three fragments of which is the 

subject to [ijm. 

v. 10-12. Similarly at Ekron, or rather Jarkon = Jerah- 
meel (see E . Bib., * Me-jarkon ’). First came the panic with 
the sudden deaths ( v . 12); then the Amalekite raiders. For 

read D'p^DJD ; the Kr. D'nrr&l represents 
In v . 10, vi. 16, vii. 14 @ has 1 Ascalon/ i.e. Eshcol. Cp. 
A. Mez, Die Bibel des Josephus (1895), pp. 19 f y who, how¬ 
ever, does not go to the root of the matter, and explain the 
rival readings. 

CHAP. vi. 4 f The *ashant is to consist—of what? Of 
‘ five golden tumours and five golden mice ? * Certainly not of 
4 golden tumours/ (1) because is only by a bold con¬ 

jecture rendered 4 tumours/ (2) because morbid growths like 
tumours nowhere receive plastic representation (cp. Creighton, 
E. Bib., ‘ Emerods'). The ‘golden mice 1 might pass. It is 
only in however, that a plague of mice finds express 
record, and this may well be a late redactional insertion, 
while the view that the mouse was anciently a symbol of 
pestilence cannot be proved (Budde’s argument is the re¬ 
source of despair). No, the ‘ mice/ too, have to be abandoned. 
In w. 4 f either ( = ■^NSDBr*) or ( = ^ndpit or 

'phns) is superfluous. The 'asham consisted in golden 
images of Amalekites or Ishmaelites, which were offered as 
piacula in place of living victims to the offended God of 
Israel. 

vi. 6. Clearly one expects D^p and —8. For 

(a doubtful word, for which Lagarde and Klost. offer 

improbable etymologies) read p-itfn. p-iN is not confined to 
a single sacred chest. The repository of the sacred offerings 
could also be called an 1 and 1 are corruptions of ]. So 

Exp.T., x. 521. Cp., however, Bennett, Exp.T., xiii. 234, 
and Budde’s comment. 

vi. 9. mpttrrrg. But as did sometimes represents Hto, 
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so mutt) again and again {eg. Ps. cxxi. 6) represents am. 
Cp. on Judg. i. 33, I K. iv. 9, 2 K. xiv. 11, Jer. xliii. 13. 

vi. 18. For ->nj3 read ■>nQ, i.e. DTIDIX (cp. on Dt. iii. 5). 
'>i2n isdd t’dd is probably an accretion on the text. 

vi. 19. © begins thus, teal ovk rjopiviaav oi viol 'le^oviou 

iv Tot? dvhpdaiv Baidaafiw;. Budde and H. P. Smith approve 
Klost’s view of the underlying text, viz. ‘ the b’ne Jeconiah 
did not share the joy of the men of Beth-shemesh when 
these looked with delight on the ark,’ etc. But who are the 
b’ne Jeconiah? and why are they brought in here? The 
truth probably is that underneath mr rrn nSi (as Klost. 
plausibly restores (§’s Heb. text) there lies an earlier text, 
viz. ■’T'pn 'ai D^Hunr. * Jerahmeelites’ ( = Amalckitcs) 
and ‘ Kenites ’ are alternative readings, one or other of which 
is the subject of the verb [V)3n. Further on in the same 
verse other variants arc given, for underneath tlTN D’tcon 
(which Budde unsuspiciously describes as an exaggerating 
gloss) experience teaches us almost certainly to see D’tfo 
Cpbm>at!r, i.e. ‘ Cushites, Ishmaelites.’ The second (with 
DS3, from next clause) may of course be omitted. The 
inexplicableness of this attack of the Kenites or Ishmaelites 
was heightened by the fact that the men of Beth-cusham 
had rejoiced to see the returning ark. It seemed as if 
their sympathetic interest had stirred up Yahwe’s displeasure 
against them. Hence the ark is sent to Kirjath-jearim. 

vi. 21, vii. 1. ‘ Kirjath-jearim ’ has now to be explained. 

It was one of the cities of the Gibeonites ; now Gibeon was 
certainly in the Negeb (see on Josh. ix.). We need not 
hesitate, therefore, to correct the improbable D V W' (as well 
as the bvl in SiO 'p, Josh. xv. 60) into ^NDJTP (see on vii. 2). 
Another name for ICirjath-jerahmeel was probably Gibeath- 
jerahmeel (see on 2 S. vi. 3> Josh, xviii. 28). This seems 
to have been the name of a city in the Negeb with a very 
popular sanctuary (see on Jer. ii. 34, iii. 23). The nsoa is 
the hill with the citadel, within the precincts of which the 
‘ house of Abinadab ’ may have been. Note the N. Arabian 
affinities of the names Abinadab (? Arab-nadab) and Eleazar 
(cp. on ‘ Eben-ezer,’ iv. 1). 

Chap. vii. 2. Neither of the two clauses, D'DVF im 
and vm, can be made to connect with what goes before. 
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Klost. and Budde point this out, but do not fully account 
for the insertion. The truth seems to be that both rm 
and D^DTr are corrupt fragments of ^onT, which is a gloss 
on the preceding word D , n$\ After the corruption had 
arisen, a redactor inserted the plausible statement ‘there 
elapsed twenty years/ At the end of the verse appends 
iv elprjvii.e. = DQTQ. This conveys a correct 

explanation of 4 all the house of Israel 1 ; the Israel 4 in 
Ishmael' ( = in the Negeb) is referred to. 

vii. 11/ -D rpg, i.e. 'dd mi = DID mi (E. Bib., 4 Beth- 
car'). 4 Beth-kerem 1 is a distortion of Beth-jerahmeel (see 

on Jer. vi. i).—;E>n. The article is adventitious as in rrDSDrr. 

comes from / DD = DDQ? (see on xxviii. 4). Cp. on iv. 1, 
and on ‘Jeshanah' (which We., Dr., H. P. Sm., and Bu., 
after ©, Pesh., substitute for * Shen') see on 2 Chr. xiii. 19. 

vii. 14. Temporary peace was secured between Israel 
and the Arammites (read ''En^n). The cities in the Negeb 
which the 4 Philistines 9 (Zarephathites) had conquered, from 
4 Ekron * ( = Jerahmccl ?) as far as ‘ Gath 9 ( = Rehoboth ?), 
were recovered by Israel. © has a7ro ' Aencaktovo? em Afo£. 
Afo/ 3 , according to Wellh., is a witty reference to Zeph. ii. 4 
(rrnn rTOIi? rro)> and means Gaza, which, as the most 
southerly Philistine city, should be opposed to Ekron in the 
north. But the question is what did the underlying text 
mean ? (£)’s 1 Ascalon * represents Eshcol (from 4 Ishmael ' ?); 

sec on v. 10. Afo /3 may be illustrated by the name Azubah 
borne by the ‘wife* of Caleb (1 Chr. ii. 18) and the mother 
of king Jchoshaphat (1 K. xxii. 42). Azubah is of course 
connected with some clan-name. Azubah in 1 K. is called 
bath-sliilhi[m \; she was a native of Shilhim. Not improb¬ 
ably the Azub (?) clan became fused with that called Shelah, 
whose centre was at Shilhim. Now Shilhim appears in 
Josh. xv. 32 between Baalath and En-rimmon (for the text 
see ad ioc.\ and both these places were in the Negeb. Azub 
is probably based on a popular corruption of Sir**, i.e. 
^>ODD\ and may be grouped with ‘ Buz 9 (cp. ‘ Buzi/ Ezek. 
i. 3 ; 1 Buzite/ Job xxxii. 2) and 4 Boaz' (im) in the story of 
Ruth, where, as we shall see, 4 Bethlehem-judah 1 is partly 
corrupted, partly altered, from Beth-jerahmeel. 

vii. 16 f. The centres of Samuel's judicial activity were 



FIRST SAMUEL 


211 


ix. 4 

Bethel (perhaps Tubal), Gilgal, Mizpah (ix. Zarephath ?), and 
Ramah (ix. Jerahmeel). 

Chap. viii. 2. ‘Joel* (from ‘Jerahmeel’) and ‘ Abijah’ 
(from * Arab-jerahmeel * ?) are the significant names of 
Samuel’s sons ; inserted by the redactor from a genealogy. 

viii. 8. Read ^ndhy Ylbtf (Dt. vii. 4, etc., Jer. i. 16). 

Chap. ix. 1. pD'-po btn, ix. 'n ( v . 16). The 

continuation needs keen criticism. Marq. (Fund. 15) has 
seen that ''T& BFhrp TYQN-p should probably be jD' 1 p [or 
(n)im] pDN }D. Let us add that ttTp represents BTD, SwriN 
(1 Chr. viii. 30, ix. 36, *?ia) comes from prtarmv (2 S. 
xxiii. 31), m* (Chr. yis) probably from ISIS = HD is, rmm 
from nDa(2 S. xx. 1). Beyond doubt, Saul’s family was of 
Jerahmeelite, i.e. N. Arabian, origin. See Zs. />/<$., ‘ Saul,’ § 1. 

ix. 4. D^DN“in. ‘ Har-ephraim ’ has four conceivable 
senses; it may mean (I) the great mountainous mass from 
the plain of Megiddo to Beersheba, (2) the northern part of 
this, ix. the central highlands of W. Palestine, (3) the part 
verging towards the south commonly known as Benjamin, 
and (4) the region in the Negeb otherwise called 1 Har- 
jerahmeel.’ See E . Bib., ‘Benjamin/ § 1 /; ‘Ephraim,’ § 3. 
The third of these senses would best suit the ordinary view 
of the geography of the life of Saul. It is doubtful, how¬ 
ever, whether this sense really exists. Buhl, indeed, says 
(Pal. 89) that the ‘ Benjaminites dwelt on Mt. Ephraim 
(Judg. iii. 27, cp. v. 15 ; 2 S. xx. 1,21).* But the geography 
of these passages is in dispute. He adds, ‘ only in passages 
like 2 Chr. xix. 4 is the extent of Mt. Ephraim determined 
by the political boundary.* But it is probable that in this 
passage the Mt. Ephraim spoken of was not far from Beer¬ 
sheba. 

rr&\ Each of these names is attached to 
jnw ; they belong to the districts through which, as well as 
through Mount Ephraim, Saul and the servant ‘ passed.’ 
H. P. Sm. combines ‘ Shaalim’ with the ps of xiii. 17. 
In fact, Ww, to which wc may add and 

or seem to be all connected. Very possibly nttfSo 
and represent the same name which may have been 

written both Tlbw (Shiloh) and or nb'W. It is possible 

that the place intended was the seat of the famous sanctuary 
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of the ark, which was destroyed by the * Philistines/ Cp. 
also D but, Gen. xxxiii. 18, if we may regard this as the name 
of a place near 4 Shechem ’ (rather 4 Cusham *) in the Negeb. 
See further on 2 K. iv. 42. should probably be -go*); 

the 4 Yemanites * were the Jerahmeelites. icuceifi ; (g 1 * 
tafhv, 

ix. 5. They next reach the land of fps. This is a 
mutilated and corrupt form of some place-name, perhaps of 
HD2D, but more probably of DDIS. This involves placing 
the region in the Negeb. The original story may have 
meant this. Klost. deserves great credit for seeing this ( 4 cp. 
nD2, Judg. i. 17* are his words). He also explains 
(v. 4) as a Simeonite district in the S. (Gen. xlvi. 10, Num. 
xxvi. 12). 

ix. 9, 11. In v. 11 Saul and the servant ask the 
maidens, riijnil nj 3 i mVT. This is explained in v. 9 by the 
gloss, 4 Formerly a seeker after oracles said, 44 Let us go to 
the rdeh ( 4 seer *),” rdeh being an old word for nab hi! This 
early gloss is thought to imply forgetfulness of the fact that 
the 4 seer * and the 4 prophet * were originally distinct. It is 
also held that the nebi'im originated in the period of the 
4 Philistine oppression/ The former of these propositions 
is more plausible than the latter, but unfortunately docu¬ 
mentary proofs of it are wanting. The nebi'im are certainly 
of N. Arabian origin (see E. Bib ., 4 Prophet/ § 4), and there 
is no reason to doubt that the seers ( Zidzim ) were quite as 
much a N. Arabian as a Canaanitish phenomenon. Samuel 
himself is described as a prophet in iii. 20, and in xix. 
18-24 is even said to have taken part in the dervish-like 
proceedings of a band of prophets. But the latter passage at 
any rate is probably late. Elsewhere he is called either a 
4 man of God * (ix. 6 ff, y 1 o) or n«*irr, E V. 4 the seer/ (g 6 
fSX&TTwv (ix. 11, 18, 19), I Ch. ix. 22, xxvi. 28, xxix. 29). 
But it is doubtful whether iihnn really means 4 the seer/ In 
I Chr. ii. 52 Shobal has a son called rihnn. In iv. 2 this 
becomes msT Both names are distortions of ^NDm\ 
Now, we have seen that Samuel was a son of Dm\ It is 
possible that the earliest tradition gave the 4 man of God’ a 
second name, which was some form of Jarham or Jerahmeel. 
Thus we are no longer bound to hold that rr«T {rdeh) 
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was an earlier term for *»m True, in 2 Chr. xvi. 7, 10 
Hanani (elsewhere called nihrr) is called HNin. Hut these 
are very late passages. 

ix. 21. is probably a corruption of a dittographed 

nTiDtDQ (cp. E. Bib., ‘Tribes,’ col. 5201, note 2). 

Chap. x. 2. ‘ Thou wilt find two men bm nYQp-os.’ If 
this is correct, Rachel’s tomb was pointed out at ie. 

Shiloh (see above), as well as at Ephrath. For almost 
certainly comes from nu&ffi (cp. E. Bib., ‘Zclzah’). It is 
more probable, however, that 'i 'p is incorrect; ^>m (as well 
as Sm) is a possible corruption of ^NDnT, and m"Qp may 
spring from pim, where pn represents m in (ditto- 
graphed). pm Sill will be a correct geographical gloss. 
The southern Benjamin is meant. Where MT. has 
Aid. and some MSS. of <3 (cp. Field’s Hex.) give, before 
oK\o/ievov<; fieyaXa, iv ~r)\(o ev B atcakad. These arc render¬ 
ings (?) respectively of d 'b$ rv>s and rv >53 rrStpa 

(cp. E. Bib., ‘ Gallim,’ § 2). 

x. 3. -nnn <§ L tt)<; Bpvo<s e/cXe/c-ri}?, i.e. Tinn, 

representing DVnni. ‘ Bahurim ’ is generally supposed to 
have been in the northern Benjamin. It was, however, not 
far from Gallim (2 S. iii. 16, cp. 1 S. xxv. 44), i.e. Jerah- 
mecl, and the reference in 2 S. xix. 16 (sec note) docs not 
oppose our placing it in the Negeb. The name D’Yirn has 
not yet been explained (Furst, ‘low ground’??). < 55 ’> 2 S. 
xvii. 18, gives ficuO^oppcov. Possibly = Din ITU, so that 
ultimately * Bahurim ’ comes from ‘ Bcth-jcrahmccl.’ Klost. 
makes = onDl, t.e. the scat of the Bicritcs (Saul’s clan). 
But was not this a Bcth-jcrahmccl ? 

x. 5. DTJ^urr njax Docs this mean ‘ Gibcah of the 
sanctuary ? ’ And why the addition, ‘ where is the (so 
read) of the Pclistim ’ ? It so happens that is pretty 

often miswritten for ^Nnnv, and that there was a place 
called Gibcath-jcrahmccl (miswritten in Josh. v. 3 Gibcath- 
ha-araloth, and in 2 S. ii. 24 Gibcath-ammah). If we correct 
Gibcath-haelohim into Gibcath-jcrahmccl, we can account 
for the addition about the am (E. Bib., col. 4307 . note 2 )- 
‘ Jerahmcclitcs ’ and ‘ Zarcphathites ’ (corrupted into D’nmbo) 
arc synonyms. The sacred pillar (sec WRS, Rel. Sem. (2) 
204) of the Zarcphathites (Ss) occasioned the place-name 
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‘ Gibeath-jerahmeel.’ There seems to have been a great 
Jerahmeelite sanctuary of that name (note on Jer. ii. 34). 
See, however, on Isa. x. 28-32 ; also on 1 S. xiii. 3.— nmna. 
Cp. 1 K. ill. 4, f this was the great bcimah* Beth-jerahmeel 
(ii. 36^, Gibeath-jerahmeel, and Gibeon may have been the 
same place (xx. 19). 

* The second am is protected by v. 10 J (Wellh.). ( am 
beside TOT is suspicious ’ (Budde). The truth probably is 
that both here and in v. 10 DD comes from (as eg. 

Isa. lii. ir ; cp. E . Bib ., ‘ Shem'), and TOT from 
We saw just now that the spot was called 'riT 'na— probably 
a great sanctuary. 

x. 10. am. See preceding note.—11/ For the textual 
and excgetical difficulties see H. P. Sm, Bu., Wellh. SlDHND 
ambm can hardly mean ‘ from his youth up/ as Budde thinks. 
This critic adds, * It may seem as if there were two parallel 
openings ; in this case DOT is not superfluous, as H. P. Sm. 
supposes (cp. Vg.).’ It is, however, unsafe to analyse before 
textual criticism has been applied. The passage is quite 
regular, if we take account of the signs of an underlying 
original text. In xiv. 21, xix. 7, 2 K. xiii. 5, Mic. ii. 8, Ps. 
xc. 4 has probably come from ^NDnT, in Isa. xxx. 28 

from b^am\ ambrn ( = bwam') is a constant gloss on 
Siddn. It is probable that fnoriND here comes from ^>NDr?T 
(o is dittographed), and that a verb of movement preceded 
it. Read [S^DBT] fwonr TV *0 vn, ‘ And so it was, that 
when he came down to Jcrahmccl ( i.e . from the bdmdh ), men 
looked, and behold/ etc. (i became 7, and 7 became v ; cp. 
lam and zhm confounded in Dt. xi. 22, etc.). 

x. 12. Read Jirq. The following words arc 

not the original reading (see H. P. Sm.). Possibly the speech 
of the man has been lost, and DmiN ■’01 represents Swott, 
a variant to bwam\ < 0 ’s reading im* (so, too, Pcsh., Vg.) 
is a guess. 

x. 2i. See on i. 1 f Emendation would be 

distortion. 

x. 27. b'j'b'l Why this strong expression ? Read 

S.scrrr (cp. on 2 S. xx. 1, Nah. i. 11). This is con¬ 
firmed by the corrupt GT-incO vn, which represents fwDITV* 
TinDs. probably = the *mn Sil of 2 S. xiii. 23 (see note). 
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It was the men of a particular district who withheld their 
allegiance, and the true text gives the name of the district. 
Most critics follow @, and read tirjht# vra But the com¬ 
bination of D with a preposition is very uncommon. Gen. 
xxxviii. 24 (see note) is not a safe passage to quote. 

Chap. xi. 1. so often represents b«onT that we 

have to consider whether this may not be so here. See on 
Judg. xi. 4. Saul’s great foes are the Amalekites or Jerah- 
meelites, and Jabesh-gilead is a city in the southern Gilead 
in the Negeb. In 2 S. x. 2 we hear of a Nahash, king of 
Ammon, who showed kindness to David. Is not this Achish, 
king of Gath or rather Rehoboth ? Rabbath-ammon is the 
name which our text gives to the capital of Hanun, ben 
Nahash (2 S. xi. 1, xii. 26), but its true name was probably 
Rehoboth-jerahmeel. Probably either * Achish ’ is misread 
for ‘Nahash/ or ‘Nahash’ for ‘Achish’ (see on 2 S. xvii. 
24 f } and cp. E . Bib., ‘ Nahash/ ‘ Saul/ § 1 f.). Both names 
come either from ‘ Cush * or from ‘ Ashhur * (see on xxi. I o). 

U)i\ A place which only plays a role in the story 
of Saul and in connected narratives (see on Judg. xxi. 8). 
Probably the same as Beth-gilgal (“rub} and Wtt being 
liable to confusion) and Beth-jerahmeel (see E . Btb., ‘ Saul/ 
§ 6). There are, however, also parallels for equating B?T 
with ; the original name would then be Ishmael- 

gilead, i.e, Gileadite Ishmael (or Jerahmeel). 

xi. 2. The text caricatures the cruelty of the foe. The 
true colouring is restored by reading, for Tp 31 > S“lpDl. 
means ]cp = 5 **onT; whether the whole Negeb, or only a 
part of it, bore this name, or whether usage varied at differ¬ 
ent times, may be left open. ‘ Stopping up every fountain 
in Jaman’ was cruel enough, doubtless (cp. 2 K. ii. 25). d 
and 2 confounded (see E. Bib. y col. 4305, note 4 )* 

xi. 7. f?*OOtD “in**. Impossible here. It is a corruption 
of Stfonv, a gloss on no'll in the earlier text of v. 8. 

xi. 8. pjau See on Judg. i. 5. Read either Til, a 
southern clan-name (cp. nmi, HD“il), or -01 (Saul’s clan); 
cp. E. Bib., col. 4306. The huge numbers and the division 
into Israel and Judah indicate a late insertion, remarks 
Budde. But this is an incomplete view. The true key to 
the problem is furnished (1) by ®’s iv {iafia (cp. Jos. iv ( 3 aXa), 
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and (2) by the numerous passages in which numbers have 
arisen out of corruptly written ethnics. As to (1) we may 
follow B, which recognises both pm and Hem, rather than 
A, which represents only the former, and L which represents 
only the latter, rrwi, however, is a corruption of rrcfQ, 
and this a corruption of For the benefit of later 

readers it is stated that Bezek (?) was situated in Jerahmeel. 
V. 8 b is a redactional expansion of NTT). This 

(under the influence of a wrong theory) became m vrn 
All that follows has grown out of the words 
(corruptly written) WdBT ; note that very fre¬ 

quently represents Snd, and see on xv. 4. We can now 
understand how 'gw mt* arose in v. 7 ; it is a gloss on no'll. 

Chap. xii. 3. For 11 'TS a'bst*' 1 read ^l *05 mWi. 

Kal vTroBijf^a ; airotcpiO^re tear ifiov. Similarly in Sirach 
xlvi. 19 @ has teal ea><? viroBrj^drcovy and the Heb. text 
Pesh. omits. See E . Bib. y col. 4493, with note 1, 
and cp. on Am. ii. 6. 

CHAP. xiii. 1. Possibly the omission of the numbers 
C*ntp is clearly inadequate or corrupt) is deliberate. See on 
xxvii. 7. 

xiii. 2. ^N-rva -in. Here only. The Jerahmeelite 
highlands are meant. 

xiii. 5. ‘In Michmash, E. of Beth-aven ’; cp. xiv. 23 
(note). Beth-on (so we should read) was in the Negeb ; see 
on Am. i. 5, Hos. iv. 15* Was there really a place called 
Michmas to the E. of Beth-on ? That there was a Michmas 
(tooDo) N. of Jerusalem (mod. Muljmas), can hardly be 
denied. The true name of the southern locality referred to 
was probably Michmash (mcDD, not tooio), and this was a 
distortion of Cusham (di life). Cp. Am. i. 5 where Cusham 
(miswritten ptDcrr) and On (miswritten py) are in close juxta¬ 
position. ©’s fiaidcopotyv seems to be a corruption of / 3 ai 6 cov 
( fiaiQavv ). 

xiii. 7. ]TT here, as often [e.g. Gen. xiii. 11, 1 K. vii. 
46), represents ^oriT, or, more particularly, ITO, the 

stream (torrent?) which flows E. of Asshur’ (Gen. ii. 14; 
see E . Bib. y col. 3573). 

* The land of Gad and Gilead J (so, too, (§) may be right. 
The southern Gad and Gilead were meant in the original 
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story. For the former see Num. xxxii. 33 (‘ Sihon ’ should 
be ‘Cushan’), 2 IC. x. 33 (Hazael, of Cusham, smote the 
Gadites and Reubenites). For the latter, see on 2 S. ii. 9, 
1 K. xvii. I, Jer. viii. 22, Am. i. 3. 

xiii. 17 f Ophrah , ix. probably Gideon’s Ophrah, which 
was within easy distance of Shechem, ix. Cusham (Judg. ix. 
1-5). Originally Gideon was a hero of the Negeb. A 
Kenizzite genealogy includes Ophrah (1 Chr. iv. 14).— ShuaL 
See on ix. 4.— Beth-horon. Not far from Azekah (see on 
xiii. 1, and on Josh. x. 10).— The Valley of Zeboim (criasn M)* 
's (with f) again in Neh. xi. 34 (see note; the names are 
Negeb names). Probably, like pisis (Gen. xxxvi. 2) and 
NTS (2 S. ix. 2), is a corruption of Per¬ 

haps the nSarr i.e. the valley of Jerahmcel, is meant.— 
Voi may come from 

xiii. 19-22. Previous critics (except Klost.) agree in 
supposing that these four verses are an interpolation, and 
Stade ( E . Bib., col. 4275) pronounces the statement that 
the smith’s craft was suppressed by the Philistines through¬ 
out the land of Israel ‘ incredible.’ No doubt it is incredible, 
but considering that the text is obviously not free from 
corruption, ought we not to investigate it more thoroughly 
before we dogmatise as to what the text really says. This 
thorough criticism is only possible by the application of the 
methods adopted elsewhere in these researches, and by 
taking account of the experience already gained by applying 
these methods. The correction offered in E. Bib., col. 1 5 S 2 
(art. ‘ Forks ’), for pfflSp viz. C^DO, ‘ hatchets,’ must 

therefore be abandoned ; it presupposes the accuracy of the 
general view suggested by MT., viz. that vv. 20, 21 contain 
a list of the agricultural implements taken down to Philistia 
to be 1 sharpened.’ It so happens that in Ps. lxxiv. 6 

is corrupt; a reference to PsP ad loc., will throw some light 
on the passage before us. Let us take the points in order, 
refraining (from want of space) from criticising earlier con¬ 
jectures, but premising that earlier commentators are quite 
right in illustrating v . 19 by 2 K. xxiv. 14, Jer. xxiv. 1. 
A fatal error of interpretation has been caused by the im¬ 
possible reading Vfttobb (v. 20). Budde. remarks that ‘it is 
odd that the Israelites are forced to get Philistine help even 
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in sharpening their tools/ and H. P. Smith finds this specially 
strange in the case of the ox-goad (which most would place 
by conjecture at the end of v. 20, and which certainly occurs 
at the end of v. 21). To explain Wtobb it should be enough 
to refer to Gen. iv. 22 and Gen. xxv. 3, where \m$b, Wtob 
undoubtedly springs from a miswritten That D^nm^sn 

should be's rmw (see @), has been pointed out by Weir, 
Driver, Budde, etc. But it has not been noticed that Wtob 
HTN springs from a miswritten D'TilD^Q pN (um for pH, as 
Hos. vi. 9, etc.). As to the names of tools, the fact that 
Shamgar*s ox-goad (Judg. iii. 31) and the axes of Ps. lxxiv. 5 
have grown out of corruptions of ^ndht is of fundamental 
importance. Nor can a practised critic help seeing that 
D'D nrSDil may easily have come from and b} D'n** 

from (see on yion**, 1 S. x. 11), that ptt)f?p ®bw may 

represent two other attempts to write SnsobT* (cp. on SpD, 
Isa. xxxiii. 18), that D^DYip may come from D^NDflT, TS 
in 'X'Z'nb from ShWDBT (cp. on 2 S. ix. 2), and pTT from 
D^ins ("T for 2, cp. on x. 11 /.). The only word in the list 
which is left is [iJnttnnD. For this © gives hpeiravov , i.e. 
Bonn. This surely is transparently the representative of 
t\e. Ashhurim. 

We have now very nearly explained vv. 20, 21. But 
one important elucidation remains. We have seen that 
there were no artisans (tmn) left in Israel (i.e. in the Negeb) 
because the ‘ Philistines * had carried them into captivity. 
And now that the glamour of the list of names of tools has 
been dissipated, it is possible to see what follows from this 
statement, viz. that vv. 20, 21 must contain a record of the 
captivity of the artisans. Beyond doubt we should begin 
v. 20 thus, D^nm bz run** bnim' ''tthrrS? vrp> 'and they 
brought down all the artisans of Israel to the land of the 
Philistines.* HTN wJ?b is explained above. What follows 
in v. 20 is given somewhat less incorrectly in v . 21. The 
continuation of the passage on the captivity should run 
nearly thus, D^NDrrrS nnnrn 

[D'aisS, ie. * and to Hamath (= Maacath) of the Zarephath- 
ites [gloss, to the Asshurites, to the Ishmaelites, to the 
Jerahmeelites, to the Arabians*]. 

In v. 22 Wellh. hesitates between toDDD norr^D DTI and 
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toD3o DV3 ; Toy definitely adopts the latter. Surely Toy 
is right. But 'bo has still to be accounted for. In Hos. 
ii. 20, Ps. lxxvi. 4 'bo has certainly come from SscriT. 
Probably the original reading in our passage was DV1 
Sndjvp, referring to the battle with the Amalekites. After 
the passage had been transferred, a scribe or editor corrected 
'nr into tooao, but the correction did not find its way into 
all Hebrew MSS. 

Chap. xiv. 2. Wellh. proposes p T ip, ‘ threshing-floor,’ 

(1) to avoid confusion with the ‘Migron’ of Isa. x. 28, and 

(2) because a second place-name is not wanted. But 'yo, 
‘ threshing-floor ’ is not known, and the parallelism of xxii. 6 
suggests another explanation. There, as here, two place- 
names are mentioned ; one is Gibeah, the other is Ramah. 
If the Gibeah in both passages is Gibeah-jerahmeel (‘ eloJuin ’), 
it is possible that the sanctuary bore the name Jerahmeel 
(or the divine name Jarham). Of this name both Migron 
and Ramah appear to be popular corruptions (cp. on * Gomer,’ 
Gen. x. 2 ; E. Bib., ‘ Ramah ’). Saul was apparently sitting 
as judge under the tree by the sanctuary ; the spot may have 
been called both Migron and Ramah, i.e. Jerahmeel. See 
also E. Bib., ‘ Migron.’ 

xiv. 3. Ahijah, Ahitub, Ichabod — all N. Arabian 
names. The second also occurs (as Ahi-tabu) in Am. Tab. 
xi. 14 as the name of a person engaged in political matters 
in Syria. They are of ethnic origin. Ahijah = Ahi = Jcrah- 
meel. Ahitub = Jerahmeel-tubal. Ichabod (iv. 21) = Jcrah- 
meel. Phinehas and Eli; see on i. 3. The other occurrences 
of Ahijah and Ahitub also favour this view. See e.g. on 1 K. 
xi. 29 (Ahijah the Shilonite), 1 Chr. viii. 7, ix. 11. 

xiv. 4 f The narrative may, or may not, have been 
recast with a view to the physical peculiarites of the northern 
Michmas (cp. E. Bib., ‘ Michmash,’ § 2). At any rate, ;© in 
the sense of ‘ craggy side ’ (Conder) is impossible, and why 
should the opposite sides be named at all ? The clause on 
the names may be a corrupt form of v. 5 (see E. Bib., l.ci). 
pISD, like pro, may be a corruption of psso. Dffi, i®, and 
H3D all possibly represent Wo® -1 , an early gloss on O'nro^D. 
Remember that in v. 6 the Philistines are called by Jonathan 
= Q^NDnr ; cp. also on v. 21. In its earliest form 
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the narrative seems to have represented Saul as warring with 
the Jerahmeelites or Ishmaelites. 

xiv. 6. A constant error for D^NDTlT (see on 

xvii. 36, xxxi. 4, and preceding note). 

xiv. 14 f rnmn 1D1 may represent non llo, two 
readings, of which 'oil is the better. See E . Bib., 4 Sling.' 

xiv. 21. Read [fwMBP f?NOnT] vn INN D^ll2?m. 

VlT and 'Dm* 1 are variants to DTiB&D (cp. on vv. 4 f, 6). 
On 'btD 'n*0 see on x. II. 

xiv. 23. Budde and H. P. Smith prefer the fiatOcoptw 
(Beth-horon) of <g L to the * Beth-aven ' of MT. and <§ A 
(Oavv = fiatdavv). Cp. xiii. 5. The point is doubtful. 

xiv. 24. Insert from @, with Thenius, Ewald, Wellh., 
Driver, Budde, H. P. Smith, but instead of D'HDN im read 
'dn 1$:1 (® TroXiv = T2>). It is the same 12T (rocky jungle?) 
which was the scene of the battle between Absalom’s army 
and the warriors of David (2 S. xviii. 6 /), and which was 
really in the Negeb (see notes). Cp. Isa. xxi. 13 1*120 ISO. 

xiv. 2 $a and 25^ are doublets. The former should run 
TOTTEN iNl^i; pwrrfo is a corruption of ISTI bn (misplaced). 
V\ 25 b is an interpretation of the genuine original words 
mi*i iSn n?ni (*^n, Klost., Budde). 

xiv. 31. There is no sufficient ground for altering the 
text; a corresponds to v . 23^ (see Lods in Budde's note). 
For 4 Aijalon * see on Josh. x. 12. 

xiv. 47 f 4 The writer does not scruple to transfer 
exploits ascribed by tradition to David (2 S. viii. 12) to his 
neglected predecessor.' The ethnics, etc., need rectification ; 
partly corruption, partly misunderstanding have produced a 
most misleading statement (see on 2 S., lx.). Read— 

-mol vtn-Sdi i?id on^*i] rrm^orr ab b wan 

ws*') |>rav biy) o^nm^Dii naii-p^oia! fworm 011 

; t*o f?N*im n -n« bz"i pb Dim** *p b^n 

We have in fact an introduction to the war against 
4 Amalek.’ The corruptions in MT. are mostly familiar ones. 
That nail pf?D2? (see on 2 S. viii. 3) should becom'e *of?o 
ill'll is only surprising as long as one has the habit of re¬ 
garding MT. as a faithful record of names. inserts after 
4 Edom' teal eh rov B cuOpocofti, i.e. l*im JV1 (cp. 2 S., l.c.). 
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‘ Rehob ’ was the N. limit of the 4 spies ’ (see E. Bib,, 4 Spies ’). 
Probably for mm film) and mm TO we should read 
rhmm (cp. E. Bib,, 4 Rehoboth ’). VTDtD (end) comes from 
(d = o) ; so does the irrDn implied by (g’s r&v kcltcl- 
irarovvrcov avrov . st&V, as Wellh., see 

xiv. 49-51* The names of Saul’s sons were probably 
derived from xxxi. 2. Abinadab has fallen out and his 
place has been taken by which may be a fragment of 
written too soon (instead of TTOn). 1 See on 
xxxi. 2. 4 Abner, ben Ner,’ should be 4 Abinadab, ben 

Nadab.’ Abi-nadab probably comes from inj :nv. All 
these names point to the Negeb. 

Chap. xv. 4. It is the of Josh. xv. 24 

(so all critics), only it is nearer to the original name, which 
is (cp. on Sionw, x. 11). Observe that in 1 Chr. 

ix. 17 Talmon precedes Ahiman, and that in Num. xiii. 22 
Talmai, together with Ahiman (Jerahmeel) and Sheshai 
(Cushi), is a dweller in Hebron (Rehoboth in the Negeb). 
— V. 4b is subject to the same objections as xi. Zb, It is a 
half-hearted measure to alter rmiT ttTN-riN into D'tDiD to 
correspond with "hon (Noldekc, ap. Wellh. TBS, 96), or 
again to omit the last words from rntBlfi (Wellh.; cp. @ L ), 
or even from 'hll onwards (Budde). The critics have failed, 
partly through not having noticed how often numbers have 
arisen out of misunderstood or corrupt ethnics, and partly 
through not having looked closely at <S’s rayfiaTw, which 
certainly comes from D^rT (see ©, Num. ii. 2 f, etc.), i,e, 
from 4 Gileadites.’ Of course MT.’s 'bx m \ has a similar 

origin, ix, it represents It is now easy to explain the 

mystery of v. 4 b. d^dne, like represents b'loriN, i.e. 

; mt!tt comes from -nntBN (cp. norm); rmrr comes 
from ^NDnr ; represents and comes from 

d^nd. In fact, v. 4 b has grown out of VlT YinmN nzhy 'got, 
ix, Ishmacl or Jerahmeel (spoken of in a) is Gilead-ashhur. 
We may infer from 2 S. ii. 9 that the most important parts 
of the kingdom of the house of Saul were Gilead and Ashhur. 

1 It is also possible that like 'V', may come from Sxrcir. Saul’s 
successor was best known as Ishmael (sec on 2 S. ii. 8). Malchishua 
(rather Jerahmeel?) may represent the same person. If so, only two 
sons of Saul are well attested. 
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If * Jabesh-gilead ’ means * Ishmael-gilead * (a very tenable 
view), the place so called may be that intended in our 
narrative. Cp. on iv. io, 2 S. x. 6. 

xv. 5. Read, perhaps, *H2 (© em r&v ttoXgwv) ; cp. 
xxx. 29. So Klost. Most take MT.’s 1T1 as = ie. 
Tisn (see Driver, ad loc.) ; Klost. prefers But con¬ 

sidering that it is a plundering expedition, it is most natural 
to read n-irn. The bm is possibly that of Snditp, better 
known as the Winckler, however ( Musri , ii. 6), 

thinks of the ^TO. 

xv. 7. nS^n. Not to be emended into (Wellh., 

Budde), nor into Tito^n f?ro (Che., Exp. T t x. 239 [1899]; 
E . Bib., col. 546), nor into rrbon (Glaser). According to 
Wellh., ‘the misreading arose under the influence of Gen. 
xxv. 18.* Wellh.’s correction is a consequence of an emenda¬ 
tion of xxvii. 8 which claims the authority of ©, but on 
doubtful grounds, and is at any rate not the most probable 
one. Now that it has been shown that ‘ Amalek 1 is a 
popular corruption of ‘ Jerahmeel/and that * Ishmael’ and 
‘ Jerahmeel 1 arc used as synonyms, there is no reason what¬ 
ever why the description of the limits of Ishmael in Genesis 
should not be adopted in our passage with reference to 
Amalek. In both passages it is apparently the less advanced 
section of the Ishmaelite or Jerahmeelite race which is re¬ 
ferred to. That rrS^n = ^NDnT is plain from xxvii. 8, 
critically examined.—TttD, as in xxvii. 8 and elsewhere, is 
shortened from tidn, i.e. Tirrtriw. See on Gen. xvi. 7.—Point 
D'nsp. 

xv. 9. 4 Highly corrupt text 1 (Budde, cp. Driver). 

True, but the usual corrections are, I fear, wide of the 
mark. D'OtBO is certainly not from Dpptp, 4 fat ones * (Then., 
Wellh., Driv., Bu., etc.), but from ; again and 

again pm represents (see, eg., 2 S. i. 21). Of 

course, 'dot is misplaced ; experience warns us that it is 
an intrusive marginal gloss on some other word. What 
word? No doubt ddd, which is incorrectly written for 
ptD ='oar. now becomes clear; like D'OiAd in 

2 S. xi. 1, it represents D^NDTTV or D^p^BS. mion is, of 
course, impossible. The o is intrusive (influence of ddd) ; 
mnD like represents 'SnsduT, a variant to /J ?NDm\ 
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It has only to be added that which does not 

recur in w. 15 and 21, probably comes from D^NDITV, 
a marginal gloss on the incorrect and that 

seems to be a gloss on DtrarrSs (1 often 
introduces glosses). Render, therefore, ‘ And Saul and 
the people spared Agag and the best of the sheep and 
of the oxen, but the Jerahmeelites [Ishmaelites] they 
devoted.’ 

xv. 12 b. The difficulties have not been met. To 
read TOT for TSO is not at all less arbitrary because the 
translation of 3 read so, nor can we simply omit the closing 
words from nfcn with Budde. Experience of the recurring 
types of corruption, when ethnic names are concerned, ought 
to enlighten us. Nothing is more common than for the 
in f?NDnT or f?NS>Dt2T to be separated from the rest of the 
name (or rather from the fragment which represents it) and 
prefixed as tfb or "|S. And it is certainly not uncommon 
for to survive in the corrupt fragmentary form of 

dt or 2©\ Less common, but not unexampled (see on 
2 S. viii. 3) is TS as a representation of Lastly, 

^013 again and again represents ^wom’, and 1^33 again 
and again is confounded with Read, therefore, b'iN© Nl 

-rn mm ^nsd©- 1 [^ndj-iv Wottr] n?n n?m n^Nonr, 
‘ Saul came to Jerahmeel, and behold, he smote [Ishmael, 
Jerahmeel] Ishmael, and passed on, and went down to 
Gilead.’ HOT fell out after HOT- By ‘Jerahmeel’ is meant 
the ‘cities of Amalek’ ( v . 5); ‘Ishmael’ is a synonym for 
‘ Jerahmeel ’ or ‘ Amalek ’; ‘Gilead’(see on v. 4) is Saul’s 
own country in the Negeb. The words in square brackets 
are a gloss. <g’s to appa, i.e. HlDnon, like SoiD, represents 
^om’. 

xv. 22 f. 1113 is obviously an editorial makeshift; 
D’V'N iSn represents two fragments of ^ndttv; riN&n 
comes from roso (cp. on Ps. cxlvii. 14). aia = rvn (Ps. 
xxvii. 13). Read rva tewd and ^crri' [niS^p. 
Then DTUnJO pN-rrrp ^Nonv DP? n??pb. Cp. Hos. 
iv. 1 5. 

xv. 29. m3 in several other passages is corrupt; the 
presumption is that it is so here, for no one can profess to 
know what 'inr m 3 really means. In JQR xi. 400/. an 
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attempt was made to heal the text on the basis of Num. 
xxiii. 19. This was an error. Klost. is right in seeking 
help from ©, but his result is unsatisfactory. Applying 
our methods, however, ©’s text becomes transparent. As it 
stands, © presupposes ©nr rpttr btn®'' mm 

(/cal Btatpedtjaerat T ap. eU Bvo y /cal ov/c airoarptyei ovBe 
p.eravotjaei), Here o^d© (as ]D© often) and TO)*' *6 (in 
accordance with many parallels) probably come from Snsd©\ 
mrr, too, should represent some Negeb name. Can we 
doubt which? — surely it comes from pm\ which, as in 
Am. vii. 9, 16, represents the Israelite territory in the 
Negeb. A light now falls on MT.’s npQT *b '©*» naa. mn 
and ip© 1 ' come, the one from prur, the other from pH©'. 
On pm** or pnttT, fpiO©*' or (better) ^nsd©' is an explanatory 
gloss, djh is right, but Sn has fallen out after it owing to 
the b& and the two nS which follow. Read tb pm * 1 b$ DT\ 
onr, ‘ Moreover the God of Isaac will not repent/ 

xv. 32 f n:TOD has been tortured with much ingenuity, 
©’s rpepcov should, however, furnish a clue; rpepicov pre¬ 
supposes. not Lagarde’s rprrso (. Proph . Chald. y p. li.), but 
; cp. n©m, Job xxxix. 19, © <j) 6 / 3 ov. In Gen. x. 7 
rrem is a son of Cush (the N. Arabian); it represents DHT 
( = ^N©rrr). Read ‘'npinn 1 Amalekitc ’ = (1) Jerah- 

mcclitc, (2) Raamathite ; the three names mean the same 
thing.—The speech of Agag should be kingly (cp. Judg. 
viii. 2 la). Budde sees this, but gets no further. Yet © may 
again help us ; el outgx? 7 rt/cpo<; 6 Odvaro 9 may as a whole 
be inappropriate, and yet el ov tgj? may preserve a correct 
tradition. In Ps. xviii. 5 f. and elsewhere, mo represents 
btfDnT (cp. mov) ; it may also, especially when preceded by 
mo, represent -’npsn. Read (or np:n) ''n&in *1© prr, 
4 Dicth so a prince of Raamath ? * To this Samuel’s words 
are a fitting reply.— 4 Whether the word has 
been correctly handed down may be questioned. Etymo¬ 
logically qc© stands isolated. . . . Should we read 
(Judg. xi \\6al.yi Driver. So already Griitz (Gesch, i. 188), 
but 3?c© means 4 to rend in pieces’ (of a wild animal). 
Surely the right reading is plain ; it is ©©9:1 (© and d 
confounded). Samuel prepared his victim for sacrifice by 
flaying him (cp. Lev. i. 6, rrSi>n-nN ty > ©prn; 2 Chr. xxix. 34, 
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xxxv. 11). The actual slaying is not reported, only pre¬ 
supposed. 

Chap. xvi. 1. ‘of uncertain origin, best with Marq. 
[Fund. 24] as = ''BPON ' (Budde). This implies that nN in 
'‘UTON means ‘father' (as the title of a god?). But neither 
of the parallels offered for this will hold ; TDITN and 
can be shown to have come from and re¬ 

spectively. Marq. himself admits that W may possibly 
come from biOUT = bsit&N. It may at any rate come, and 
certainly does come, from (cp. mar, son of Harim = 

Jerahmeel, in Ezra x. 31), and ''BTIN ( = ">&Tdn) seems to 
have the same origin, unless, indeed, Dn = ns.—•‘'BnWvrFl. 
If due weight is to be attached to the evidence which makes 
David a man of the Negeb, the Bethlehem intended will be 
not that which in later times was the best known Bethlehem, 
but one in the Negeb. Marq., speaking of the ‘ real 
home of David/ points out that it must have been near 
the southern Jezreel. This follows from the true text of 
2 S. xvii. 25 (note) and from the fact that David's first 
wife, Ahinoam (see on xxv. 43) was a Jezreelite. Marq. 
further holds that David's city was originally Arad (p. 25 ; 
cp. E . Bib., col. 1020, note 2). It was, at any rate, near 
Arad. Note, however, that in 2 S. xxiii. 24 f , a Bcthle- 
hemite warrior is put side by side with an Aradite (read, 
with Marq., ^ron). It is very possible that one of the 
Bethlehems was near Jezreel and Arad. For this was the 
Jerahmeelite Negeb, and Dn^-rra comes from 
(cp. on 2 S. xxi. 19). In xvii. 12 (see note) the place is 
called rmrr anh rra, but rmrr here, as in Judg. xvii. 7 
etc., represents f?NDnv. More specially it was in Ephrath 
(cp. on xvii. 12). For Marq.'s view of xx. 6, sec note on 
that passage. 

xvi. 8 f Jesse's three elder sons are ywh* ='TM (cp. 
on ‘ Abiel,' ix. 1), ITTIN = m 3 ns (vii. 1), and nom = nsots 
(2 S. xiii. 3) = f?NSDtt>\ All Negeb names. 

xvi. 11. rrin. is one of the recurrent cor¬ 

ruptions of ^NSDtiF. See on xvii. 34, Gen. xxxvii. 2, Ps. 
xliv. 12, lxxviii. 71, Am. vii. 1 5. 

xvi. 12. ds represents D'ms, written too soon ; xvii. 42 
is harmonised with our passage. 
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xvi. 19/ |N2l wn. Read Harmonised 

with v. 11 (cp. Budde, Richter u. Sam ., 211), but note the 
omission of rrm. non (v. 20) represents pwjrrr, a gloss 
on '•tD'' ( = Snsq© - ') from the margin. Possibly it displaced 
niBM? (see xvii. 17), but rather more probably onS as well 
as -non represents ^Nonr, so that (omitting -t) the present 
consisted of a skin of wine and a kid. The present in 
xvii. 17 has altogether different items. 

Chap xvii. 1. The invaders encamped between row 
and npto. Both place-names occur again in Josh. xv. 34, 
as in the Shephelah of Judah. In 1 K. iv. 10 rotD is 
mentioned with ‘all the land of -ion,’ whose eponym, in 
1 Chr. iv. 6, is made a son of Ashhur ; in Josh. xvii. 2 he 
is made a Gileadite, but the original record referred to the 
southern Gilead. Soco and Azekah were among the cities 
‘in Judah and in Benjamin’ fortified by Rehoboam (1 Chr. 
xi. 4). The Judah and Benjamin spoken of are in the 
Negeb (see E. Bib., ‘ Rehoboam ’), and the question arises 
whether rmrp both in Chron. l.c. and in our passage (as 
well as in v. 12) does not represent ViT = ^NoriT (cp. on 
Judg. xvii. 1). In Josh. x. 10 Azekah is named between 
Beth-horon and Makkedah; the original story fixes all 
these places in the Negeb.—D^pT DDN3. ‘This redundant 
statement is suspicious’ (H. P. Sm.).' But the original 
reading probably was npypa; an intermediate reading 

was / 'in ppsa (cp. E. Bib., ‘ Ephes-dammim, end of par. 1). 
Cp. ©“ e<f>eppep., and see next note. 

xvii. 2. n*wrr ppsa, not ‘ in the terebinth-valley,’ but 
corrupted from ‘moriT pom, or more probably still (cp. on 
Ps. lx. 8) 'nr rosoD, ‘in Maacath of Jerahmeel.’ 

xvii. 4 a. opart ttm ‘ has not been satisfactorily ex¬ 
plained’ (see evidence in H. P. Sm.). ®, however, may 

give us a hint; dvfjp Swaros may represent tfPN, i.e. 
^HDlTr am (cp. on v. 7). This is confirmed by another 
Greek translation (®?), introduced into <g A which has (in 
V. 23) 'an am, 0 apcaoaw, i.e. ■‘BJDDn = (cp. apeo-aaei, 

B in 2 S. xix., BA in xx., A in xvii., where MT has Ntoor, 
‘Amasa).’ Clearly, then, D^an must be a synonymous 
ethnic with prefixed article. The solution of the problem 
is, read pp^a-am. The phrase points to a time when 



xvii. 7 


FIRST SAMUEL 


22 7 

‘Benjamin’ represented a district in the Negeb—If 
we are in favour of explaining Hebrew legendary names 
from Assyrian, g-l-y may be a corruption of g-z- 1 , and 
‘ Goliath ’ be a pale reflection of mythical evil spirits called 
guzali (see E. Bib. , ‘ Goliath ’) ; for another view see Winckler, 
AOF (3) i. 51, note 3. This involves taking -ath as a mere 
termination (see E. Bib., ‘Ahuzzath’). But if we have 
found that N. Arabian preponderate over Assyrian elements 
in Hebrew legends, and if we are aware that -ad in ‘ Gilead ’ 
has a tendency to become -ath (eg., 1 K. iv. 13, yaXaaO 
[B], Judg. i. 15 D’O nSl = SnorTT 1 we shall prefer to 

take rvf?} (©“ 7 o\taS and 7 okia6) as = i.e. the Philistine 
champion could be said to come either from Benjamin or 
from Gilead (the southern Gilead). See further on 2 S. 
xxi. 15 f, where the giant Gilead is distinctly referred to. 

mp. His origin could also be traced to ‘ Gath,’ or 
better ‘ Rehoboth ’ (as often). The identification of ‘ Gath ’ 
with ‘ Rehoboth ’ is placed beyond doubt by the following 
word. See next note. 

xvii. 4 b-7. The redactor has put forth all his skill to 
make sense of certain (to him) unintelligible glosses. These 
glosses can still be detected underneath the passages relative 
to the height of the * Philistine ’ warrior and the weight of 
his armour; 2 S. xxi. 16 (middle part) is exactly parallel. 
First comes DTP mes ffitu irm. Here corresponds to the 
ra in me (just before), and to the ns, ra, and m of 2 S. 
xxi. 15-22. WW and don are well-attested recurring cor¬ 
ruptions of arc or rather (here, at least) Tin»N and f?NPn*P 
respectively, mn (cp. the names ms and jms) represents 
nsis. Thus the verse becomes, ‘ And there went out a man of 
Benjamin from the camp of the PeliStim (a), named Gilead of 
Rehoboth (b). [(a) Jerahmeelites, Zarephathites. (b) Rehob- 
ashhur.]’ For njm © presupposes ins (reacapmv, mis¬ 
understanding) ; ‘ Rehoboth-arab,’ would do quite well, for 
another name of Rehoboth was Kirjath-'arab (see on 
Gen. xxiii. 2).—o-^ptap. Read nans.—^pmm eraf? win. 
'b comes from f?N2Der (see on Ezek. xxiii. 6). Nirr intro¬ 
duces a gloss. ‘ Cusham ’ precedes ; then comes ‘ that is, 
Ishmael.’ SpC?o also = SnddbJ’, originally a correction of 
B?!! 1 ?. The following words (omitting rimra, which came in 
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from v . 6) represent fwerrp Dm3 ]Tnn>. In v. 6 omit 

the second nmm. In v. 7 omit irron pm, a corruption of 
nmm nmol (dittographed), and D'nN *TOd:> as a corrupt 
marginal note on D^irrOTN ( v . 4), to be read dthn ovrp, 
i.e. p. See on 2 S. xxi. 19, and note ©’s reading 

in v . 4 (above). Also omit ninS'l, a corruption of ^NDlTr. 
The second ’lrrun (nmm) resumes. Then follows (correcting 
as before) 'oar 'rrp nnmw. Sm represents bint, i.e. i ?N$DB>\ 
xvii. 12. The redactor has awkwardly adapted a second 
account of Jesse, [Sndht] rmrr D r\b mao ttidn BTn 'fm. 
(rmrr from 'nr, as in Judg. xix. i, etc.). ‘ Ephrath/ like 
1 Gilead 1 and ‘ Benjamin/ is a district in the Negeb ; it may 
have included 1 har-jerahmeel/ The reading DnVmi 
^Norm is confirmed by necessary textual corrections in 
xxix. 3, xxx. 26. David was by origin a Jerahmeelite. 

xvii. 26. 4 This uncircumcised Philistine 1 ? No ; * this 

Philistine [the Jerahmeelite]/ See on vv. 4, 7, and on 
xiv. 6, Judg. xiv. 3. 

xvii. 34 f Read SnsdBTI (xvi. 11). — pwn 

i'nn-ns'i. Why ns? and why two animals, when, except 
\x\ v. 36 (DHD, see below), David speaks of but one foe. 
The key is furnished by 2 S. xxiii. 20 and by Ezek. 
xxiii. 1 s (D^SinD). Read [^N^eem] -p^n; for rmrrnN 
( —Snsgbf), cp. 1 K. xvi. 31. Afterwards, for m, 

read, not nto, but probably np. Omit ttotd, a corruption 
of ^ngttp (cp. on Jer. vi. 3), a correcting gloss on -nun. 
For V 3 p read T 33 p. Then continue yh'j Dj?N\ IDpn 
should probably be hnprp (cp. 2 S. xxiii. 21). The exploit 
of David is partly like that of Benaiah’s. His foe is a 
Jerahmeelite robber, whom he slays with the robber’s own 
spear. This heightens the effect of the detail about the 
slaying of Goliath with his own sword ( v . 51). 

xvii. 36. n*s has got misplaced (see v. 34). Read 
[^tosBrn] cn, and for enp inip read irm 

(a common disguise of 'nr 1 ) may have been brought in from 
the margin, after the single Arammitc foe had become, by 
textual corruption, two wild animals. 

xvii. 37. v iNrr ~PQ comes from ^NcrrTD, and, unless 
the editor has been more arbitrary than in v . 34, so too does 
mn to (m = Va = bxz). 
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xvii. 40. It is but slowly that the best solution has 
been reached, but the result is all the surer. Isa. lvii. 5 f 
supplies the right key ; there, too, the text is overlaid with 
corruptions of ^NDTTP, and one of these corruptions is ’'p^n, 
one of the words which puzzle us in our passage. Add also 
DIp^N, Prov. xxx. 31 (see ad loc.\ and ''pSn and Ps. 

xvi. 5 (see PsP), The words to be omitted are 
(= ^NSDcr), also •'pSn, cmn, and to'ip'rm «g &*ipW ?), all 
of which represent fwom\ We assume that an early scribe 
wished to explain ^>n2D (cp. on vv. i f), and wrote ^nottv 
and in the margin. These words intruded into the 

text, and were miswritten, for which there are many parallels 
(see e.g. on Jer. xlix. 29, 1 . 9, li. 3). D^irr for 'nr ; see 
on Am. i. 2. Thus we get, ‘and he took his staff in his 
hand, and chose him five stones out of the w&dy [Jerahmeel, 
Ishmael], and put them in a bag, and his sling in his hand, 
and drew near to the Philistine.’ Cp. © in v. 43, iv pd/3Ba> 
KaX \l6ot<i. 

NM is not to be altered into m; together with Tin it 
represents This correction is favoured by 'li® (i.e. 

= D V UH&) which follows. Shaaraim is = Sharuhen (the 
Ass. Shirihana (see E. Bib., s.vv.) ; the former represents 
Asshurim (cp. on d v ii®, Ezra ii. 42 ; mi®, 1 Chr. viii. 38), 
the latter Ashhuran. ‘ Gilead ’ and ‘ the Asshurite ’ are 
brought together in 2 S. i. 9. No doubt the territory was 
a ‘debateable land.’ Read V. 52 b 

is a doublet, and from it pnps (<J5 aaicaXwv) penetrated into 
the text of a. 

1 D^tDlT is so evidently out of place here that we 
are forced to consider the clause an insertion of a late 
editor. . . . The mention of David’s tent, however, is 
perfectly in accord with the narrative, xvi. 14-23, which 
makes him a member of Saul’s staff’ (H. P. Sm.). ‘The 
acme of thoughtlessness, that David brings the head of Saul 
to Jerusalem ’ (Bu.). But D^iDVT is often written in error, 
as Gratz long ago pointed out. In E. Bib., col. 3430, and 
Exp. T, x. 522, SlNtoS is read, and is emended into 

'■< Smsl, ‘in the tent of Yahwe.’ The latter is certainly 
right; the ‘tent of Yahwe’ was at Nob or rather Gibco.n 
(ibid.). But another name for ‘ Gibcon ’ was ‘ Gibcath- 
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jerahmeel 1 or ‘ Gibeath-ishmael/ It is probably in this 
neighbourhood (‘ Ishmael ’) that Saul was, according to the 
original story. The head of Goliath was presumably to be 
exposed on the city wall (cp. xxxi. io), the arms to be laid 
up in the sanctuary. 

Chap, xviii. 6. Several words in MT. should have 
awakened critical suspicions. These are, Tittf?, mbnom, 
nnotm, and especially (not recognised in @ D ) 

is a corruption of a dittographed n^non^] no 

doubt represents (see on Ex. xxxii. 19), a gloss on, 

or correction of, ; for it is the Israelite territory in 

the Negeb which is meant (cp. on 2 S. xvii. 11). mnDOl 
may represent Dtjto ; for which even the extensive 

learning of Paul Haupt ( 1 The Heb. term QF^tD,’ Beitr . zur 
semit. Sprachwissenscha/ty iv. 583 ff.) fails to justify the 
sense ‘ triangular harp/ may, with the highest probability, 
be read (cp. on 1 K. ix. 22). D'Dni, as perhaps in 

Isa. xxx. 32 (see note), may come from D^nnpra. Thus we 
get the statement that women came forth out of all the 
cities of Israel to meet king Saul, and glosses further instruct 
us that Israel means the Jerahmeelite Negeb, and that the 
women belonged to Naphtuhim (see on Gen. x. 13), and to 
Cusham, and to Ishmael ( = Jerahmeel)—all parts of the 
Negeb. This throws a new light on 2 S. iii. 5. 

xviii. 17, 19, 20. mo and So'D both probably come 
from ^NDm\ That Saul’s daughters really bore these 
names need not of course be affirmed. Nor should we be 
too certain that ‘ Merab ’ and ‘ Michal’ represent distinct 
persons ; at any rate, so far as chap, xviii. is concerned, 
only recognises one daughter of Saul. The respective 
husbands are called Adriel ben Barzillai the Meholathite 
(2 S. xxi. 8, but 1 S. xviii. 19 omits ‘ ben Barzillai’) and 
Palti ben Laish. Here * Barzillai ’ and ‘ Laish ’ may ulti¬ 
mately contain the same place-name (see below). ‘ Adriel ’ 
and 1 Paltiel ’ are both clan-names, but the clan-names are 
very much alike in meaning. As to f Adriel, it is probably 
neither the Aramaic form of f Azriel, nor simply miswritten 
for 'Azriel (though in 2 S. xxi. 8 may be taken to support 
this view), but one of the popular corruptions of Jerahmeel 
(cp. on TT^HD, xvii. 34 ; DiTTun, Jer. vi. 3, and especially 



FIRST SAMUEL 


231 


xviii, 27 

on the place-name Num. xxi. 33). And as to Paltiel 

it is simply an expansion of Palti = Perathi or Sarephathi. 
Cp. on Beth-pelet, Josh. xv. 27. The legendary husband of 
the legendary daughter of Saul may equally well have been 
called 'Adriel or Palti, and his home have been called 
Beth - ishmael or Laish (Shalisha ? Shaul ? Ishmael ?). 

4 Meholathite/ too, comes from a corruption of 4 Jerahmeel.' 
Cp. E . Bib ,, 4 Meholathite/ 1 Merab/ * Palti/ 

xviii. 18. **n, implying, it is said, a air. Tl, 4 clan, 

family/ So Wellh., Nold., W. R. Smith, Driver, Budde, etc., 
who then proceed to omit "QN nrat&o as a gloss. This 
omission is very hazardous ; why should a mere glossator 
have added to 'tDD ? The word Tl, it is admitted, must 
have been 4 rare ' in Hebrew. But if only rare, why then is 
there no second instance in some other plain narrative like 
the present? 'rb in xxv. 6 and in Gen. iii. 20 will 

hardly be adduced. The right explanation, however, is 
close at hand. Remember that Saul has been fighting in 
4 Jerahmeel* (see on xvii. I f , 54 ) > David, too, has come 
from Beth-lehem, i.e. Beth-jerahmeel. Read fwonvi - 03 N 'D 
"ON 4 what am I in Jerahmeel, and my father's 
clan in 4 Israel ' ? 

xviii. 25-27. m*ru? riND is suspicious, (r) because in 
v . 27 4 two hundred men* (@ harmonises, etcarov ) are slain, 
and (2) because in Ex. iv. 25 and Josh. v. 3 nViv has 
evidently come from D^NDTTP; here, in fact, pre¬ 
supposes the incorrect reading (for D^NDTTp) so often 

attached in MT. (cp. ©) to dti wbn. The original story 
doubtless gave, as the message of Saul to David in v. 25, 
4 The king desires no dowry, but (desires) to be avenged on 
the king's enemies' (see E . Bib ., col. 30 77 )> on which there 
was a gloss 4 on the Jerahmeelites * (hno 1 and 

mSis [D^fns], both being corruptions of Vrr). Then, in 
v . 27, it told how David and his men 4 slew of the Philistines 
two hundred men/ and how David brought 4 the skulls of 
the Jerahmeelites to the king/ DiTnfmrnN has probably 
supplanted nb^QTTV rrbblrr in (cp. on 2 S. iii. 14). This 
is required to produce a parallelism with xvii. 541 it 
was not the but the head of 1 Goliath' that David 

1 For paralells see on Gen. xiv. 14, xv. i 3 » 2 K. xix. 35, Isa. Ixv. 20. 
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brought to the city of Ishmael or JerahmeeL That mWu 
is correct (rather than may be presumed from the ease 
with which it would be extruded by the corrupt DiTn^ns. 
And the correctness of is shown by the distorted 

record of the word which follows, viz. (a crux to all 

commentators I). 1 In v . 26 (end) we find a similar distortion 
of the same word (a misplaced gloss on D'TitD^D), viz. 
□’'Dvr Remember that in 'nr is often separated 

from the main part of the word and prefixed to the corrupted 
remnant as And note, in conclusion, that the offer 

reported in xvii. 25 is simply that ‘to the man that kills 
him (Goliath) the king will give his daughter/ See, further, 
on 2 S. iii. 14. 

CHAP. xix. 7. After the reconciliation David waited on 
Saul, n'wbw ^iDn*0, or rather (see on x. 11) ‘in 

Ishmael' (or ‘ Jerahmeel'). 

xix. 16. TaD, like HDD in 2 K. viii. 15, comes from 
TTID. In Prov. vii. 16 we hear of cushions (D^no) of 
Misrite manufacture, dnsn probably comes from D^iriN, 
i.e. brtonT. Cp. also Tit&N ‘a mantle of Asshur’ 

(Josh. vii. 21, corrected text). 

xix. 18. David and Samuel dwell mil £Kr. nVOl); 
v. 19 adds ndTJ. The older methods having failed, there is 
a good field for the application of the new. Obviously some 
compound name is required. Gilead-jerahmeel would be 
possible (cp. Golath-maim = Gilead-jerahmeel, Judg. i. 15), 
but Gibeath-jerahmeel is more obvious (see on x. 5, and 
E. Bid., ‘ Naioth *). 

xix. 20. npn^rnis*. Budde (SBOT) reads nWrp (<gf 
ifCfcXTjcrCav ), or rather (. HK) omits the word as a ditto- 
graphed n npb. Perhaps, however, we should read mp*prro; 
cp. 1 Chr. xxiii. 6. Omit (Klost.), and for read 

Dhs. Samuel, too, had naturally thrown off his upper 
garment (cp. v. 54). Wellh. is content with the note 
‘ nsn ? * 

xix. 22. Read pin T13 (<J£ BL ; Wellh., Dr., etc.). For 


1 Kamphausen talks of a ‘sense of decorum 9 as the cause of the 
‘ omission’ of in © ; he also ventures on the correction 01^0*1 

(‘ Bemerkungen zur alttest Textkritik 5 in Theol. Arbeiten aus d. Rhein . 
IViss. Pred.-vereins , vii. 22). 
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}Dto, Wellh. and his successors read ''DEfcl «/ tg> o-e<£e.). A 
more correct reading would be rTOD, which however may 

come from map (cp. PsP on Ps. lx. 8). which 

follows, comes from The name of the locality was 

Maacath-ishmael. 

CHAP. xx . 19 . The ‘stone Ezel’ has long been a crux 
interpretum . We might read An "isnsrr * beside yonder 
juniper-tree ’ (E. Bib., col. 1472); W is at any rate better 
than (imagined to mean ‘ cairn '). But this was only 

possible while the significance of the correction of 1 Nob 9 
into ‘ Gibeon * was but imperfectly realised. If, however, we 
admit that rD3 in xxi. 2 comes from rn£n, we can hardly 
fail to see that both p« in v. 19 and 133 in v . 41, and also 

the epyaft of <®, come from p* 13 , while (cp. ^irw) is 

little less certainly from Gibeon or Gibeon-ishmael 

(otherwise called Gibeath-jerahmeel, see on x. 5) was the most 
sacred city in the Negeb ; what better place could Jonathan 
suggest as a temporary refuge for David ? Note in passing 
that the narrator has no idea that Samuel may be at this 
place, though, as we have seen (on xix. 18), it was one of 
the places where Samuel was believed to have resided, also 
that ncm . . ■ mm ( y . 1) is probably a redactional seam 
(see H. P. Smith). 

xx. 30. rvmpn rn$rp; so Lagarde ( Mittheil. i. 237), 
but who will accept this as the original ? Adopting HIM 
(not plur., as @, but sing.) from <g>, read rrrap m$3 (m»). 
Saul regards David as a Misrite (cp. xxii. 3, reading ’"fisp), 
and denounces Jonathan as half a Misrite. Jonathan's 
mother may of course really have been a Misrite. The 2 
in dropped out, and the n was dittographed. 

CHAP. xxi. 2 does not fit on to chap. xx. but to xix. 17, 
or rather to tAtm in v. 18. Nevertheless the redactor had 
a reason for placing xxi. 2 ff. where it now stands, viz. the 
reference to pM3 which is common to chap. xx. and to 
chap, xxi., assuming that the place-name in the text of 
xx. 19 and xxi. 2 was not yet corrupted (cp. on xix. 18). 
Instead of TO3 read 1733213 , and cp. preceding note. On 
the certain correction of ‘ Nob * into * Gibeon' see E . Btb ., 

* Nob/ and cp. on 2 S. xxi. 1.—T^DTW. No doubt the 
same as the HTO of xiv. 3, but not, as the critical tradition 
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xxi. 3 


says, because ‘ the *qbo of the one name means the same 
God as the nr? of the other 1 (Klost), but because Tm (Gen. 
xlvi. 21, 1 Chr. v. 15, vii. 34) represents btfOTTP (the n in 
rrTTN is formative only), and so also do ibo and "iboTTN. 
This at any rate is the original meaning. 

xxi. 3. Read, * and the young men I have appointed 
C'rrrir, H. P. Sm.) to meet me at a place in Jerahmeel *; 
2 K. vi. 8 is exactly parallel. As also in Ruth iv. 1, -obo 
comes from obo, 'lob** from nbsD, and both represent 
b^onT (d duplicated, cp. mbo = ibo = b^DriT). 

xxi. 6. Without the key no clear explanation can be 
reached. As so often, Dt&btD b&nD (<® i% 0 h fcal r pirqv 
rjfiepav ) comes from bhttDBT b^onT (see on x. 11), where 'ttT is 
a gloss or variant to 'm\ bn and 'bn also represent btfonT ; 
no sense can be made of bn <a profane or common 
way,* or of 'btt, * in (or, by) the vessel/ In the real speech 
of David, however, b^onT only occurred once, i.e . in the 
phrase b[o]n[T] ITT. Cp. Wi, Gen. x. 23, one of the sons 
of (the southern) Aram. Read, therefore, 'DbnmSS nt$N“DN ^ 

^ baonT th nrim mnp onwrrbD rm mNia ['or 'v] 

[ ;«Dnr] itinp' 1 DVSr^D, * But the prohibition of intercourse 
with women has been carried out; when I came forth all 
the young men were holy. Indeed, it is the usage of Jerah¬ 
meel, and how much more will they be holy to-day/ The 
4 usage of Jerahmeel * should mean the rule in force in the 
J.erahmeelite Negeb, a breach of which by David’s young 
men (natives, like himself, of the Negeb) would be incon¬ 
ceivable. Budde thinks that rms c hardly means taboo, for¬ 
bidden on religious grounds, but inaccessible/ But why 
may it not mean that the sexual taboo, which primitive 
religion imposed, was actually carried out ? As to bin TH 
Schwally’s conjecture ( Sent . Kriegsalterth . i. 64) is only in 
order if there is sufficient ground for trusting the text. The 
many conjectures as to 'hi (see H. P. Sm., Bu.) may also be 
safely neglected. 

xxi. 8. ntfTNH. More probably ■'Dl^rr (© 6 'tvpoi). 
Doeg was probably, a Jerahmeelite of the region in the 
Negeb occupied by the Israelites.—D’Uhn Following 

Gratz, Driver reads D^nn t:-in, ‘the mightiest of Saul’s 
runners (or couriers) ’; so Budde (SBOT), Kittel. This is 
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plausible (cp. xxii. 17, where the 4 servants of the king * are 
identified with the Dm, as to whom see note on 2 K. x. 25). 
Such a use of however, is unexpected, and from @’s 
ve/jLcov rA? r/fuovov? Lag. conjectures D'Y^rr b’ON (Rev. Luther- 
bibel y p. 17), to which Budde in KHC inclines. fraiN is 
properly 4 camel-driver ’ (cp. E . Bib., 4 Abel ’), and is thought 
to occur in 1 Chr. xxvii. 30 as the name of the keeper of 
David’s camels. But much more probably bmN is (like 
f?s:rp, etc.) a corruption of ^KDnT; Lag.’s ingenious view is 
to be rejected. We must not, however, disparage <g’s 
rendering; it warns us not to acquiesce too readily in the 
Dmrr YQN of MT. Let us next call in the aid of experience. 
As Jer. xlvi. 15 shows, Y!1N may represent either in whole 
or in part an ethnic name, and Dmn may, as Jer. vi. 3 and 
other passages show, represent ^ndttp. On the whole, it is 
most probable that omn TON in v . 8 comes from ms 
’'Snottp ; i.e . 4 Arabian * and 4 Jerahmeelite 9 are two rival 
descriptions of Doeg. The words (d ,, Q*]«“Ss ?) which 

originally stood before (cp. xxii. 9) appear to 

have been supplanted by the two short glosses. See on 
xxii. 9, and cp. E. Bib. } 4 Doeg,’ 4 Saul,’ § 2 a. 

xxi. 10. ATOM, & arfxpv 9. May we connect this with 
Ass. akdsuy * to rush forward,’ and suppose the name to have 
come from a divine title (E. Bib ., * Goliath ’) ? More prob¬ 
ably, like 1 Nahash ’ (see on xi. 1), 4 Nahshon,* and 4 Nehustan ’ 
(a corruption of 4 Nahshon ’), it comes either from 4 Cush ’ 
(cp. 4 Shishak * = 4 Cushi,’ king of Misrim) or from 4 Ashhur.* 
This harmonises with the representation of Achish in xxvii. 2 
and 1 K. ii. 39 as a Maacathite. 4 Cush,’ ‘Ashhur,’ and 
4 Maacath * all point to the N. Arabian borderland. Achish’s 
city was ra, a corrupt fragment of mim (suggested by @ L *s 
ayifiaavy xxvii. 2). See on xxvii. 2, 2 S. xxi. 15/, 18. 

xxi. 12. Klost rightly restores, after YTT, Yip 

(xxix. 3). H. P. Smith and Budde do not succeed in 
making the text at all probable. How could the courtiers 
of Achish have imagined that this Hebrew fugitive was 
4 king of the land ’ ? On the other hand, to have on their 
side the chief of the warriors of the hostile king, who had 
so fully shown his capacity at the expense of the 4 Philistines,’ 
was the greatest boon that heaven could give them. 4 The 
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land * means the Jerahmeelite Negeb. The phrase * king of 
the land' implies that Saul was not in the eyes of the 
1 Philistines 1 a mere adventurer, but was the embodiment of 
ancient Israelite claims. 

Chap. xxii. 1. rrap. The words recur in 2 S. 

xxiii. 13 (|| 1 Chr. xi. 15), and in both passages are followed 
(see v . 5 here) by nrflSD. Hence most, after Wellh., correct 
m$D into rrrSD. This view, however, must be abandoned. 
Again and again (see on the cave of Machpelah, Gen. xxiii. 9; 
the cave in Makkedah, Josh. x. 17 ; the cave of the Zidonians, 
Josh. xiii. 4, cp. GesJ 18 * and AV mg ) m$D owes its precarious 
existence to corruption of the text (see notes), and the word 
used in the original texts was evidently either fwoTTV' or 
some long-established popular corruption of that name (such 
as no*n). dVts is also corrupt. It comes immediately 
from but ultimately (see on xiv. 6, and cp. on Mic. 

i. 15) from ^NDriT or D^NDTTP (as each case may require). 
Observe that in Josh. xiii. 4 m$D is followed by D'OTSfc*? ItDN, 
ix. probably D’nSD*? ItDN. True, the plausibility of this 
depends on the correctness of the historical view that N. 
Arabia was in the closest historical connection with the 
people of Israel; but about this there can hardly be the 
shadow of a doubt The name of the place, therefore, which 
David, according to the original tradition, made for a time 
his headquarters was * Jerahmeel/ or some corruption of that 
name (not Adullam). Cp. on Gen. xxxviii. 2. 

xxii. 3 /. 1 Mizpeh of Moab ’ should probably be 

Misrephath-missur (iv^D nsmp); so, in accordance with 
analogies, a seemingly hopeless problem is solved. See 
especially on Gen. xxxi. 49, Josh. xi. 3, Judg. xi. 29 ; note 
also that Elijah probably came from Zarephath of Gilead 
(see on 1 K. xvii. 1). On the connection between vv . 3 /. 
and the genealogy in Ruth iv. 18-22, see E. Bib ., col. 4170; 
in Ruth, as well as in Sam., represents *mp. 

xxii. 4. rrrrapg. Read, probably, TiiipH; this was 
perhaps misread as '"mol = rrYlSOl. The idea seems to be 
that David's father and mother were cared for in the palace 
at Zarephath, while David and his four hundred were in 
the open country. Pesh., however, in w . 4 and 5, reads 
ilDSOl (for rmxoi). Adopting this, since riDSD often repre- 
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sents nsnSD or nans (see above), we should have to explain 
ids in v. 4 as = 4 with David.* So Budde, except that he 
retains the enigmatical i*od rTBSD. 

xxii. 5. 4 Gad the prophet* is improbable ; 4 Gad,* if the 

name is correct (see on 2 S. xxiv. 11), was David’s 4 seer * 
(rrjh), 2 S. xxiv. 11. According to Budde and H. P. Smith, 
Gad is simply introduced in order to get David sooner out 
of a heathen land. But it is a question whether rmrp pH 
is right In xxiii. 3 the place miscalled 4 Adullam* is 
apparently referred to as in Judah. This it was not; it was 
either Jerahmeelite (see on 1) or Misrite (see on v . 3); the 
latter was the view of the writer of w. 3, 4, and probably 
also of the writer of v. 5. Probably both in v . 5 and in 
xxiii. 3 we should read, for rrYtrr, ^NDITP; a confusion of 
the two names is not uncommon (cp. on xvii. 12). 4 Jerah- 
meel * means the Negeb; a place might therefore be called 
Jerahmeelite whether, at the time referred to, it belonged to 
the Israelites or to the Philistines. Possibly Zarephath was 
just now Israelitish; the counter-statement of w. 3 f (as 
read by us) would not disprove this. 4 Gad the prophet (?),' 
however, can, by a writer who holds Zarephath to be Misrite, 
be represented as outside the land of Jerahmeel. He delivers 
an oracle bidding David remain no longer in Missur, but 
pass over into the land of Jerahmeel. Accordingly David 
withdraws, and comes to mn *UP. 

Where was mn "HP?—If in w. 4 / we read rTBSDl, and 
if means a different place from ofm? m$D (v. 1), it 

will be natural to suppose that mn UP and Ss mso are 
equivalent; i.e. that David returned to his former refuge at 
4 Adullam * (see E . Bib. t 4 Hareth *). It is, however, more 
critical to suppose that throughout w . 1-5 a the same place 
is intended, viz. Zarephath. Looking more closely at up 
mn, and taking account of parallels elsewhere ( e.g . nm, Ps. 
cxxxii. 6), it would seem that -up can most easily be traced 
to m\ mn may also come from this name, unless it 
be a fragment of nhrn. The latter view is preferable, only 
we should then transpose the names, and read, 4 Then David 
. . . came to Rehoboth-jerahmeel.* ‘Jerahmeel’ may be 
added to 4 Rehoboth * to show that it is not the Rehoboth 
over which Achish ruled that is meant, but another Rehoboth. 
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(Ewald, Wellh., Klost., Budde, and H. P. Sm. suggest ahh, 
to which 'ijp may, Budde thinks, be a gloss. It would be 
more plausible to read Din TS; cp. <3 ev iroXei <rapne(% ); 
D *in = IT?#!* (see on xxiii. 15). 

xxii.'6-19. Cp. on 2 S. xxi. 1, 6.—6. ‘ In Gibeah . . . 
in Ramah.’ Since ‘ Ramah ’ is an old corruption of * Jerah- 
meel, and Saul is sitting under the sacred tree, we may 
suppose that the sanctuary of Gibeah bore the name ‘ Jerah- 
meel ’ (see on xiv. 2). It is premature to correct to rro 33 
(Bu., H. P. Sm.; <3 ev fiafia). bwt* is probably a deliberate 
alteration of rr$N (see E. Bib., ‘ Tamarisk ’). Cp. xxxi. 13. 

xxii. 7. -oVi 'S?. = n»? ( ix - 4 ). a region of 

the Negeb. 

xxii. 9. 3 6 Ka0e<m)ica>5 etrl Ta? rjpuovovs SaotA. = 

'ob iffiN D'H' 2 -bs 3S3 Mini. The passage appears to have 
been harmonised with (g’s rendering of xxi. 8.—21 
‘ Abiathar.’ See on 2 S. viii. 17. 

xxii. 14. idi, is impossible. ‘Captain 

over thy bodyguard’?? Read, probably, npap itoi. 

This was David’s special office—chiefship of that portion 
of * Ishmael ’ or ‘Jerahmeel’ (i.e. the Negeb) which was 
called Maacath. Cp. on 2 S. xxiii. 23. <3 apx<ov = -\W. 

Chap, xxiii. 3. David’s present headquarters are in 
rmrr, or rather (see on xxii. 5) ^Nom\ i.e. the Negeb. 
Keilah, however, is not reckoned to the Negeb. Here 
David’s men say that they have only a moderate anxiety, 
but far otherwise will it be if they go eh ra? KotXaSa? tw v 
aWocf)v\(ov (< 3 L ; in BA eh tci <ricv\a, an obvious corruption, 
not understood by Wellhausen), ix. 'bn 'pDS-^N (cp. on pov 
xvii. 2). This suggests the true correction of MT.’s 
'bo rroiw^i * against the ordered ranks of the Philistines ’ 
Co hardly suits a mere raid), which should evidently be 
'bo ‘against Philistian Maacath.’ Keilah seems 

to have been a border city of Jerahmeel. 

xxiii. 15. ntthrra. V. 16 shows that a place-name is 
meant here. Budde inclines to Conder’s identification of 
Horesh with Hureisa, one mile S. of Ziph. But there is no 
good biblical evidence for a word tmn meaning * wood ’ (see 
E. Bib., ‘ Forest,’ ‘ Horesh ’). A doubt is no longer possible 
that rrnnrt represents YintDN, ‘ Ashhur,’ the name of a district 
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and of places in the N. Arabian border-land. Cp. Har- 
heres (Judg. i. 35), Kir-heres (Isa. xvi. 11), 'Ir-haheres (Isa. 
xix. 18). 

xxiii. 19. nVon. See on xxvi. 1.—24. ‘With rrrniQ 
hardly anything can be done’ (Budde). Certainly’the 
Jordan Valley is not referred to here. But read (see 
on Dt. i. 1). ‘In Arabia, south of Jeshimon’ is a possible 
statement, for pD’’BP is a corruption of bt*2E>W'', and 'our = 
Sndjtp {i.e., here, Jerahmeel mountains?). Cp. on Num. 
xxi. 20. @’s naff eairepav (lisa) seems to have been over¬ 

looked. 

xxiii. 28. nipfoieij uSd. Neither‘rock of divisions’ 
nor ‘ rock of smoothness ’ (Budde) is satisfactory. Probably 
nh^hpri' d, ‘ rock of the (circling) dances ’; Saul and David 
seem to have played hide and seek. m^nD (n^no), like 
rr^an, probably comes from ‘Jerahmeel.’ In different parts 
of the Jerahmeelite highlands the common name ‘Jerah¬ 
meel' became differently distorted in the popular speech. 
See E. Bib., 4346. 

CHAP. xxiv. 1. v 73rp£. Probably from nr'D'pu = 

©IR r* See on Gen. xiv. 7. 

xxiv. 3 f. D^n •n’ist. Rather ^NDITP nDU At any 
rate VrT’ for VfT is certainly correct. —jhsh nvna. ‘ The 
sheep-cotes, at present empty, consist in the cave itself with 
a space in front ’ (Bu.). But ‘ gidroth ’ is only a place-name, 
and for jnsh we should read Worn"' (see on xvi. 11). Cp. on 
‘Gidroth Chimham,’ Jer. xli. 17, a locality beyond Mizpah 
(i.e. Zarephath ?), on the way to Misrim. 

xxiv. 13. See next note.—14. H. P. Smith observes, 

‘ The exaggerated humility with which David speaks 
appears to me secondary.’ We may at any rate surmise 
that the reference to a ‘ dead (?) dog ’ is an interpretation 
suggested by Mephibosheth’s speech in 2 S. ix. 8, and made 
subsequently to the growth of the corruption "din turns. As 
to the text underlying these latter words, we can only here 
give a decision without the grounds (for these see on 
xxvi. 20). The original words probably were inffiN n"iq, ‘ a 
wild ass of Ashhur.’ This enables us to account for v. 13 a. 
Prof. H. P. Smith well remarks on the infelicitousness of the 
introduction of this mdshdl. But neither he nor Wellh. nor 
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Budde has been stirred up to account for the passage, except 
as a ‘ worthless gloss.’ Yet, rightly understood, it is not 
worthless. It is a gloss, or rather collection of glosses 
(derived from different MSS. ?), on the name Ashhur which 
had long become unfamiliar to readers. ‘ A wild ass of 
Ashhur ’ really meant * a wild ass of N. Arabia ’; it may 
be compared with the phrase * a wild ass of Aram ’ (or 
* Jerahmeel ’) which, in Gen. xvi. 12, is probably applied to 
Ishmael. Deciphering the overwritten original of v. 13a, 
we may with probability read thus, fwsmm 1 ^NDTIT ~int23N 
ll^N f?N2DBT D^Ncm\ It will be noticed that in 

xxvi. 20 the clause with = (Yin®N) comes immediately 
after inn® (also = nn®N), whereas here the parallel clause 
comes before the reference to Saul’s useless persecution of 
David. Both these clauses consist of glosses on * Ashhur.’ 

CHAP. xxv. i. The alteration of pND into pi>D (@ /taav) 
appears hasty. See E. Bib., ‘ Paran.’ 

xxv. 3. ^>33 is a most improbable name. The original 

story may have given some other name, e.g. Nadab (31 
became ^3), or Abiel, or (Winckler) Habal (MT. ^n)— 
properly a tribal name.—Vp-ON, but in v. 32 and 2 S. 
iii. 3 Kt. is ^rON. Probably from 3 ns. Cp. on 

xxvii. 6. 

xxv. 4. 13 ^ 3 . Read disguised as 1 Ti^ HD 

(v. 6). 13 ^> = ^13 = Snd. D = n[T]. 

xxv. 6. Tib H3, together with the following T (from i) 
represents •'f?NDrrP, a variant to 13^3 (v. 4, Kt.). The 
points and accents presuppose 'Tytjb, ‘ to my brothers ’; but 
this is unnatural, and in Gen xvi. 12 is a corruption 

of ^NbnT (see ad loc.). Cp. also 'rb = ViT, Judg. xv. 9. 

xxv. 22. Tp3 prime, a ‘ not very refined ’ expression for 
‘ every male ’ (H. P. Sm., and most). But elsewhere these 
more than ‘inelegant’ expressions turn out to-be due to 
corruption. Read here bpD 3 pi-imp. Cp. on 2 S. iii. 29. 

xxv. 25. mu (contrast W? 3 -p, v. 17). Read, 

perhaps, ^NDITP am Abigail plays on the name ‘Jerah¬ 
meel,’ which suggests the idea of rudeness and violence. 
The initial n in '3H represents n in 'm\ 

xxv. 44. For 'tha, mb, see on xviii. 17, 20.—lift* 
tb iie pofifia [B], yaWei [A], yoTuad [L], In the 
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MT. of Isa. x. 30 a place called Gallim is mentioned 
between Gibeath-shaul and Laishah (= Shalishah). Prob¬ 
ably, however, the true reading here is either Beth-gilgal or 
Beth-gilead ; the names Gilgal and Gilead are so liable to 
confusion that it is difficult to say which is the more correct. 
See also on 2 K. iv. 42. @ L , in our present passage, points 

to ‘Gilead* (yokiaO may represent ixbl, see on xvii. 4). 
Possibly ‘ Laish * represents the place and ‘ Gallim * the 
district (Gilead) to which Palti was traditionally assigned. 

Chap. xxvi. 1, 3. n^ronn. Probably from ^NDflT. 
See on xxiii. 19, 28. 

xxvi. 6. Note ‘ Ahimelech * is a 1 Hittite/ i.e. either a 
Maacathite or a Rehobothite. Cp. on 2 S. viii. 17. 

xxvi. 19. The contrasted deities are ‘Yahweh* and 
WrtTP 'Tlbtf (see on Dt. vii. 4, Jer. i. 16). ‘Abishai* or 
(2 S. x. 10 and in Chr.) ‘Abshai/ is probably, like 
‘ Absalom * (see on 2 S. iii. 3), from f Arab-ishmael. 

xxvi. 20. ffisnsrnN. Incredible (see E. Bib., 

‘ Flea *). @ BA , rrjv fxov, a mere guess. In E . Btb., 

i533,nrTO is suggested ; compare Gratz’s correction of 
D7N ms in Gen. xvi. 12. Most probably, however, we 
should there read d*7n ; Ishmael is compared to the 
untameable wild ass of Edom. Just so, David likens himself 
to the ‘wild ass of Ashhur* (a region explained in an 
ancient gloss on ykdn in Hos. viii. 9 as ‘ Arab-jerahmeel *), 
or, as a variant recorded at the end of v . 20 puts it, to the 
‘wild ass of Jerahmeel.* nmiO comes from *irrtDN, as in 
xxiv. 13 [see note] and Ps. lvi. 7 ; *|TT from ; Nlpn 
from 'rrr, as in Judg. xv. 19 [see note]; D^n[n] also from 
'nT, as in Ps. lxxv. 7. 

Chap, xxvii. 2. Tim Rather (1 K. ii. 39); cp. 
(§ B ajifiax . ©*', however, a^i/Mtav; cp. pTTN, Num. 
xiii. 22, etc., the name of one of the three Anakite tribes 
dwelling at Hebron. pTm represents f?NonT\ and J;mn 
probably comes from mim. Another of the tribes was 
called a corruption of 4 Achish,* therefore, being 

a corruption of ‘Cush* or ‘Ashhur* (see on xxi. 10), and 
‘ Maacah * being not improbably connected with ‘ Jerah- 
meel/ it is all the more likely that the city of Achish was 
Rehoboth (Hebron). The alternative is to suppose that m 
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is a corruption of rOi»D; cp. ino, 2 S. viii. 1. But see on 
2 S. xxi. 15/, 18, where the evidence points decidedly to 
Rehoboth. See next note, and on 2 S. x. 2, xii. 26, 1 K. 
ii. 39 * 41 - 

xxvii. 5. rr^Don via. Read 'nv tW, ‘ in the city of 
Jerahmeel ’ (see on Am. vii. 13). The city was Rehoboth- 
jerahmeel. See on 2 S. xii. 26. 

xxvii. 6. ibpx. An impossible name. The under¬ 
lying name must have been more intelligible. Very possibly 

the Ammonite, or Jerahmeelite (2 S. xxiii. 37), came 
from this place. Another form of the name was possibly 
mho (see Dt. iii. 10). Not that the same place need have 
been meant by both names, for Spa and "|Sd (pSo ?) may 
both represent brnoor (p=i>), a name which, preceded or 
not by TO or vs, was doubtless borne by several places 
in the Negeb. Very possibly iSpa is a modification and 
contraction of SipSa = TsSl S>NSDW\ ‘ Ishmael-gilead ’; cp. 
Span, i.e. 3sS>l nil (xxv. 3). Marq. (on 2 S. xxiii. 37) 
supports the reading $Sa (for pSa). It so happens that the 
place-name sSa (2 S. xxi. 14) is cognate with S”in» or 
S>NSDtD\ Cp. E. Bib., * Zela,’ ‘ Ziklag.’ 

xxvii. 7- The duration of David’s sojourn was ‘ four 
months ’ (<®), or ‘ a year (?) and four months ’ (Heb. text). 
The frequency, however, with which DTPis is written for 
D-a-11? (eg. on Judg. iii. 11, and cp. E. Bib., col. 3573, note 3), 
and the fact that the phrasing of Achish’s reference to time 
in xxix. 3 is also not quite natural, make it possible that, 
as in xiii. 1, the words expressing duration of time have 
been omitted. We can easily account for the rest of the 
verse. It is a misplaced gloss on pf?os and Tlttl in v. 8, and 
should be read D’-inffiO] msi Snorri 1 , ‘Jerahmeel and Arabia 
of the Ashhurites.’ 

xxvii. 8. David makes a raid on the Geshuritcs, the 
Girzites, and the Amalekites. YitM, m»N, or -new* (2 S. 
ii. 9) was the name of a district in S. Palestine (Glaser and 
Hommel [AHT 242], cp. E. Bib., ‘ Geshur,’ 2) or more 
distinctly in the N. Arabian border-land. The fuller form 
is Ashhur; there is also a mutilated form Shur. The so- 
called ‘ Girgashites ’ were no doubt the same as the 
Geshuritcs or Ashhurites. Til (or ■'ill, Judg. i. 29, 1 K. 
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ix. 17) also appears in the name can in; Mt. Gerizim 
was originally ‘in 'Arab-Jerahmeel, at the entrance of 
Cusham’ (see on Dt. xi. 29). pbcs is a popular corruption 
of ‘wDrrr, which attached itself to the less advanced portion 
of the Jerahmeelite races. 

pNH mnar nan "p. Most ingeniously and improbably 
Wellh., Dr., Bu. render, ‘ for these are the populations that 
inhabited the land.’ This is evidently a case for textual 
criticism. For rnn <3 presupposes mn. •ac often repre¬ 
sents SnsdC (eg. Isa. x. 13); n and b are also very liable 
to confusion. dSw, too, is not, as Wellh., Budde, Winckler, 
etc. suppose, from n^to (many cursives give TeXa.fi instead 
of TeXa/i ) but a pretty common corruption of ^NOnr (see on 
Gen. vi. 4, Ps. xc. 2). riTiB should be miB« (see preceding 
note). Thus the whole passage becomes, rnn ■>3 

D^p H^-Tyi HtBn Vf $3 ^)NDnTD *iBn pNH, ‘ for behold 
Ishmael is the land which extends from Jerahmeel, in the 
direction of Asshur, as far as the land of Misrim,’ a 
geographical comment based upon Gen. xxv. 18, where 
the region of Ishmael is described as being ‘from Havilah 
. . . in the direction of Asshur,’ or more shortly, ‘over 
against Jerahmeel ’ n^nn = SNOrrr). See on the ||, xv. 17, 
and cp. on xv. 4, where it is shown that C'N^to comes from 
Vion, i.e. ; 'xif' and VlT are synonyms. 

xxvii. 10. nnrr (cp. xxx. 14). Possibly 'rr is 
miswritten for SnoTTF. Cp. on xxx. 26, and see E. Bib., 

* Negeb,’ § 2. 

Chap, xxviii. 4. d^b. Ultimately from fwsDB' (cp. 
]DB, Isa. x. 22. Cp. also ]B-rr 3 or ftp-ng and jsbn jBs. 
It is a place in the Negeb. Note that for a Shunammite 
woman it is an easy journey to ‘the Philistines’ (see on 
2 K. viii. 2 f. —i>3*p3, from 7 NDPIT (see on 2 S. i. 21, and 
E. Bib., ‘ Saul,’ § 4 c). 

xxviii. 7. Tit p?, perhaps from Tin p» (Judg. vii. 1), 
or perhaps Tiv TS (E. Bib., * Saul,’ § 4 d). Note Tin in v. 5, 
and observe that in 2 S. xxiii. 2 5 f. a ‘ Harodite ’ and a 

* Paltite ’ occur together. 

Chap. xxix. 1. For ‘ Aphek,’ see on iv. 1. Insert TT after 
pv. Budde’s reference (in comm.) to E. Bib., seems hasty (see 
cols. 1291,1967). En-dorand En-harod are one and the same. 
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xxix. 2. ‘The alternation between D'TiD and D^to is 
peculiar’ (Budde). Not so, if D’ 31 D comes from can (see 
on v. 8). 

xxix. 3 * O'P"’ nt Some days or some 

years,’ says H. P. Smith, would hardly be the reply 
of a man who knew the situation. <g AB and <g L agree in 
making the period two years, but it is not quite clear that 
they read DTOU) rrr (Budde’s reading). On the analogy of 
xxvii. 7 (as explained above) I venture to hold that D"'D' 1 HI 
represents ^Norrv m, and D’OtD m represents •^nso©-' m, 
‘this Ishmaelite or this Jerahmeelite’ being the original 
reading, which was ousted by 'in Sn© TUS TIT. According 
to Achish, David was a Jerahmeelite; indeed, this may 
very well have been true. 

Chap. xxx . 9 ff. The -ntoan Srn is only mentioned 
here (m 9, 10, 21). Apparently a boundary-stream is 
meant; we might have expected the D-n$p Sn? or the 
(-nnrn) -irrprr Srp.—The slave left behind by an Amalekite 
was, of course, a Misrite, not an Egyptian (Wi., Musri, 
ii. 6 ; soon after adopted by the present writer in E. Bib., 
‘Mizraim’ [only printed in 1902]).—The MT. speaks in 
v. 14 of the Negeb of the Cherethites, of ‘that which 
belongs to Judah,’ and of the Negeb of Caleb, rmrr, 
however, here and in v. 16, and perhaps too in v. 26, may 
come from Shditp (see on xxvii. 1 o). 1 At any rate ‘ Caleb ’ 
and ‘ Jerahmeel ’ are somewhat difficult to distinguish. NTD 
is plausibly explained as = (cp. v. 16). This is only 

correct on the theory that /£ ?D represents DTlEra. Certainly 
Rehoboth, the city of Achish (see on xxvii. 2), was, in a 
large sense, Zarephathite (Philistine) and the name TfO 
is best explained as coming (like rvO in 1 K. xvii. 3) 
from rvom. ‘Ziklag’ was naturally ‘ Cherethite,’ i.e. 
‘ Rehobothite.’ 

1 It is not denied that there may have been a clan called ‘Judah’ 
which had fixed itself in the Negeb (cp. on Judg. i. 16-19), but 
considering (1) that David was not a man of Judah, * Bethlehem- 
judah ’ being certainly miswritten for ‘ Bethlehem-jerahmeel ’ (see also 
on v. 26), and (2) that the places where the min- opi dwelt were 
certainly not all occupied by a single Israelite or Hebrew clan, it is 
more probable than not that min> in passages of 1 Sam. where David 
is referred to is miswritten for ^Drrv. 
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xxx, 16. See preceding note. 

xxx. 26. These ‘elders (sheikhs) of Judah* were rather 
(see on vv. 9 ff.) of Jerahmeel, a name for that part of the 
Negeb which was becoming Israelite. The correction 
Snditp was indeed actually made by an ancient scribe, for 
*ins-ifp, for which (Q gives teal rot? TrXqaLov avroi J (cp. Pesh.). 
This, however, is not a translation, but an arbitrary altera¬ 
tion of the text (*imWy>, which H. P. Sm. reads), Dnsib is 
based on a corruption of *n*onr; i.e. we are told to read 
W 'Op’ta In defence of the ordinary rendering Driver 
appeals to 'tiiDW in xiv. 48. But there, too, the text is 
corrupt (see note). 

xxx. 28. W, a corruption of Tis or of lis (see on 
Dt. ii. 36).—nhDBto (Ginsb.) or rhosti (Baer) is connected 
with DDti, a place in the Negeb (see E . Bib ., ‘ Siphmoth').— 
sontDN. Arabic resemblances must not lead us astray. 
‘ Eshtemoa * is related to ‘ Shema * (see E. Bib., s.v.) as 
‘ Eshtaol 9 is to ‘ Shaul.’ 

xxx. 29. b^\. Read bpiS (see @) = f?NDrn\ ‘The 

cities of the Jerahmeelites * follows. 

xxx. 30. rronn. See on Num. xxi. 3.—jms-ni 
(Ginsb., Baer). ® liL gives ‘ Beer-sheba. 1 The correction of 
sits into ]tSS is not impossible. But more probably both 
Sheba (Shema) and Ashan with similar names (cp. on 
‘ Shunem/ xxviii. 4), are independent though mostly dis¬ 
torted representatives of the ethnic ‘ Ishmael * (p« t pi, 
etc. are among the recurrent corruptions of that name). Cp. 
E . Bib., ‘ Ir-nahash/—ijnj has been much discussed (see 
E . Bib., ‘ Athach *); Klost. would read ids, and H. P. Sm. 
Tis. But the clue is given by <©’s tafiad , an insertion in 
v. 29. Both forms, like ntODH and non, certainly represent 
rOSD. The voo , vofifie, and vayefi of certain MSS. of & 
represent psia (a place in the Negeb). 

Chap. xxxi. 2. ‘Abinadab* and ‘Malchishua* are 
suspicious. In 1 Chr. viii. 33 the names of Saul's sons are 
given as Jonathan, and Malchishua, and Abinadab, and 
Eshbaal. Here it is probable that we have doublets, 
Jonathan and Malchishua corresponding to Abinadab and 
Eshbaal. ‘ Malchishua * is probably an unreal name, pro¬ 
duced by a combination of and [b]^W —an 
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xxxi. 13 

(see on xiii. 7). Let us select the former, omitting ion, and 
read blNtt? IM-'D r0VD TlVl imt* INTI, i.e. 

when the Israelites who occupied Maacathite Arabia saw 
that Saul’s army was dispersed, etc., they deserted the cities 
in the Negeb, and the Zarephathites (Philistines) came and 
reoccupied them. 

xxxi. 9. Drrasv rva, a gloss on rvnnmv iva (v. 10), 
which has inopportunely intruded here and spoiled the 
construction. Most critics follow Wellh. in reading Tin for 
m (so < 3 , Chron.). But this is a pure guess. To put the 
1 idols ’ (H. P. Sm. and Bu. suggest Drrrrw ‘ their gods ’) on 
a level with 1 the people ’ as needing a notice of the victory, 
is surely absurd. 

xxxi. 10. rvnnttrn-a Originally, perhaps, nDTrrvO. 
See on Gen. xiv. 5 > Dt i. 4. 

xxxi. 13. After a suitable dirge had been raised 
(VTDD v f, Klo., Bu.), the bones of Saul and his sons were 
honourably buried nnn ‘under (at the foot of) 

the asherah.’ On the questionable word Smst (cp. xxii. 6) 
see E. Bib., ‘ Tamarisk.’ 


ADDENDUM 

Chap. XV. 5. Dr. H. Winckler has kindly communicated 
to me the suggestion that pbov tv may be a gloss, and 
that 3T["i] may represent a place-name, viz. IT, and he 
connects this with IT in Hos. v. 13 , x. 6 . He further 
holds that xv. 5, thus corrected, belongs to xiv. 47. This is 
helpful, but the reference must surely be to some well- 
known place. It would be better to read DT, one of the 
current popular corruptions (cp. □•'■nr Trip) of Wm 1 . But 
tjnaa remains a difficulty. I would therefore propose, neither 
3T nor ci’, but las or dtiv, and read ^sonT tv "tv 
; v ^nja. cp. cra-ivn (Isa. xv. 7 ; so point). Such 
transpositions are not very uncommon. We' have thus got 
rid of the difficulty of the unnamed ^na. 
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Chap. i. 6 b. overran ‘a singular and suspicious ex¬ 

pression for “ riders ” ’ (Wellh.). ‘ Everywhere else we find 
r 0 joined with 131. Possibly, some one started to write 
CP2n (Gen. xlix. 23), and afterwards discovered cans in his 
text ’ (H. P. Sm.). This would accord with the mention of 
□■'Yiarr in I S. xxxi. 3. So also would Wellh.’s nt»p 
but both readings are far away from the text, unless we 
follow Wellh., who finds nop misplaced in v. 18 (see his 
note on that verse). Budde retroverts (Jg’s Imrdpxai into 
d , d'id to which San would be an explanatory gloss. But 
after restoring the text of 1 S. xxxi., we can perhaps discover 
a better remedy. Surely 'bxn as often is a fragment of 
D’^NDnv, and D'anarr is a corruption either of D^naiS, or 
rather perhaps of trnB&o, indicating that the ‘ Jerahmeelites ’ 
spoken of were the same as the ‘ Philistines ’ ( = Zarepha- 
thites) mentioned above, lain is possibly another corrup¬ 
tion of tr^NOnv. The passage now agrees with 1 S. 
xxxi. 2 a, DTiB&D 'iplT'l, beside which we have Saul’s phrase 
in v. 4, 1 these Jerahmeelites.’ 

i. 8. ‘ It is strange that an Amalekite should get so far 
north ; even as na (v. 1 3) he can only with difficulty be 
imagined ’ (Budde). Certainly, from the traditional point of 
view, ic is strange. But,for us, ‘mount Gilboa’ (1 S. xxviii. 
4) is ‘ the highland of Jerahmeel.’ The only real strangeness 
is in the intercourse between David and an Amalekite. 
Evidently the tradition has been manipulated. The 
Amalekite must have had good reason to expect a friendly 
reception, and perhaps he had one. 

i. 9. All that follows ■9 is suspicious, as H. P. Sm. 
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i. 17 

admits with regard to •>»D3 Tlir^D ->3. }>nm ought to be an 
ethnic; l&r often represents ; 2 may have sprung 

from d. Read probably d^nsdup ■OTW 3 ; 'oOP also under¬ 
lies presupposed by (®’s a/coros Setvov (hitherto un¬ 

explained). What follows is probably a combination of 
readings; Ti2r t ?3" , 3 has come from ff9«DmV and ■>! ■>tDD3 
either from D->3b2, ‘ Zephonites,’ or more naturally from 
cpSnvouP, * Ishmaelites.’ Cp. * Ishpan,’ 1 Chr. viii. 22. Thus 
we get * slay me because the Ishmaelites (are about to) seize 
me [Jerahmeelites, Ishmaelites].’ 

i. 12. H. P. Sm. remarks, ‘Sap 'l fw mrr DS Wl is 
tautology, and is relieved by which reads for the first 
clause 44 and over the people of Judah.” * He adds that 
1 probably even this one clause is an interpolation.* Wellh. 
inclines to read simply mm DS bsr\; Budde assents. But in 
this case, should we not expect 'itt* bxr\ (without no) to 
follow ? Cp. 1 K. ix. 6. It seems better (with Klost.) to 
read rmm DV b$\ retaining the parallel words. Tradition 
supposed that Israel and Judah were in alliance under Saul. 
David would naturally put 4 Judah* first. 

i. io. ^95 nj tv. tkb r? wt; * an a P°l°gy f° r his 

deed on the part of the murderer* (H. P. Sm.). An apology 
hardly worth giving! Read *0 O. 

So v. io harmonises with the most probable text of v. 9. 
rrn, 4 to save alive,* as 1 S. xxvii. 9. 

i. 17-27. 4 A conjecture as to the period of those 

collections (the 4 Book of Jashar* and the 4 Book of the Wars 
of Yahwfc *) depends on our conjectures relative to their 
contents* (Holzinger, EinL Hex . 228). It is, therefore, 
important to get the best text that we can. The help 
given by the versions is of doubtful value (see eg. w . 
25 f). David*s elegy can only be restored to something 
probably not unlike its original form by using the experience 
of the habits of the scribes and of recurrent types of corrup¬ 
tion gained elsewhere. In E . Btb. } col. 2334, a step in 
advance was taken; it is hoped that the present restoration 
is an improvement upon that. The verses are trimeters; 
Sievers (Metrische Studien , 42 2 f) seems to me to have 
attempted more than was possible with the MT. 

1 For a similar corruption see on Ps. lviii. 3a (Ps.®). 
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i. 21 


h iranN nnn^DD 
: ctD: mnsD [npno] 

D'Tm *1^03 TN 27 

: f?NDnT Stj 


Peerless was thy love to me, 
[Sweeter] than the love of women. 

How are the heroes fallen, 

And the host of Jerahmeel 
perished! 


First, as to the passage (v. 1 8) under which, according 
to the above restoration, lies the heading of the elegy, and 
perhaps also the editorial postscript (v. i$b), stating the 
source from which the elegy comes. The riddle in v. 18 a is 
really not so hard. “lDhTl is an innocent-looking word, but 
really it covers over as it may perhaps do in xxii. 2 

(= Ps. xviii. 2), where f?NDnT would be a likely variant to 
the preceding SnsdOP (underlying ^INB); cp. also Jer. iii. I, 
where idnS represents a marginal VlT (see note), as 

also in Ps. lx. 1, represents fpNorrrf?; so does rmrr (as e.g. 
in Judg. xvii. 7, etc.), nBp might = Dips (cp. on Ps. lx. 6), 
but here it more probably represents 'HBn = YinBN, a 
marginal correction of iB^rr. * The book of hayyasar 9 in 
v. iSb should be ‘the book of Ashhur.’ The book con¬ 
tained songs and perhaps other old records relative to the 
Negeb. Another name for it may have been ‘ the book of 
Jerahmeer (see on Num. xxi. 14). 

V. 19. 'OSH is almost certainly a corruption of SnsduT 
(cp. E. Bib., ‘Ziba’). Both this word and the following 
word Stt)' are glosses on 1BTT. The correct gloss is that in 
v. 18 a\ i.e. IBVT is to be read ‘finBN, not 'oBT, and not 
bbn = fwonT (see on xxiii. 8); so v . 22. 

V ’. 20. m comes from num (cp. on xxi. 18-20; 
p^pBN from f?pBN = ^OBN (1 S. vi. 17). 6 d and Ss 
need hardly be explained again. The corruptions arose 
early. 

V. 21. On mbl, see on 1 S. xxxi. 1. ''inn (Isa. 
xliv. 27) was suggested by Klost., but this suggestion is 
incomplete; 'HH is wanted. On the other hand, is 

superfluous; it comes from ^NDriT (p from d). "i£oo"*; the 

implied subject is Yahwfe. <© L, s opy Oavarov is misleading. 
We expect a name (D'TfO = O'TQrn) ; the D in ^ belongs to 
the preceding group of letters. D V VQ 1 comes from v . 22. 
JTBD and job are current corruptions of DttFti and btfSOB’' 
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respectively (see on xxiii. 1, Isa. x. 27). ^l = 3^>T. ^N 33 

is obvious. 

V. 22. The text reading is extraordinary. iSna (as 
well as Si) represents [D’pNDnT; cp. on Sarto, Josh, 
xix. 29. DT333 is a gloss. jnaVT is cleverly superimposed 

on an ill-written nnn3 (Ps. xviii. 35). 33 ®3 nS = 'a®' 1 (the 

final 1 comes from 3, dittographed); Tint* and Dpm, of 
course, = 'm\ nS Sin» = 'a»\ 

V. 23, as it stands, is incoherent. D'D'Mm has already 
been challenged by Sievers (p. 423, but cp. p. 578) as a 
gloss on Denton. It is, however, rather a variant, and 
putting the two readings side by side we can detect a more 
probable reading than either, viz. Q’tDfOiT (cp. '3 in Job 
xii. 20). DiTTO, like other expansions of Tl, represents 
'nr. DJYion has been transposed and manipulated by the 
editor, vb is to be taken with 'TO, and 3T1B3 covers over 
3^03. DTD3D has grown out of a corruptly written 'nor ; 
bp and nrwo both represent 'nr. 3313 may represent 
D"'3313, a gloss on fi'DBlO. 

V. 24. Transpose 'w and nsi! (metre). For dtts 
G ratz \Gesch. i. 192) and Klost. read D^Tp, but this is not 
enough. Did the Israelitish women wear scarlet? Prov. 
xxxi. 21 is probably corrupt. 02 "Offi also springs from 
D'S'TD (T and 2, d and m confounded). So metrical correct¬ 
ness is restored. Omit to, a relic of a repeated D'Ols. 

V. 25. Herman 13m. non^D is a frequent corruption 
of SnotTP (cp. e.g. on Hos. i. 7). 13ni = TTI 3 B 1 [-^s]. 
Such abbreviations are common. Perhaps the interior 
letters had become effaced, and the exterior ones were 
drawn together. ]n 33 iT has intruded from v. 26; 'n 'l‘W 
is either dittographed or a correction. 

V. 26. <3 a\ri&. But this says too little ; 

anxiety is precluded by destiny. Klost. il*? tis, ‘ my heart 
was bound (to thee) ’; cp. Gen. xliv. 30. Rather ’’V'lX 
comes from £ 3N3tD' 1 (as ch. ii. 3), and this from ^ nub up, a 
variant to ‘jianr. After tto, T^IN may have fallen 
out, and, before nirma, npna (the latter proposed by 
Budde). Resemblances of letters would account for the 
omissions. 

V. 27. nanSa bl, i.e. (figuratively) Saul and Jonathan 
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themselves 1 (Driver, with Vatablus, Ewald, H. P. Smith, 
Budde). But such an artificial expression is improbable, 
and elsewhere 'bo = ^NDfiT. Possibly 'bl comes from ^n, 
‘ army.’ 

CHAP. ii. 4 £-7. in v . 4^ is baffling. Read, perhaps, 

rn©wn nnn nip; see on 1 S. xxxi. 13. For 

read perhaps o^obw t 2 * presents 1 (Isa. i. 23); ffi fell 
out, D became 3. Note n^rr HTl&n, z/. 6. See E . 2?#., 
4 Saul,’ § 4. 

ii. 8 /! Two points strike us at once as peculiar—(1) 
that Ishbosheth’s capital should be at Mahanaim (on the E. 
of the Jordan ?), and (2) that his kingdom should compre¬ 
hend such an extensive territory. Was Saul really king of 
‘all Israel?’ Next, we are puzzled by the selection of the 
names of Israelite districts. Is it really true that ‘ Ashur- 
ite ’ is miswritten for * Asherite,’ and that the latter name 
was given to the country N. of the Plain of Jezreel? Our 
experience in the legends of the Book of Judges, and still 
more in those of I Samuel, may induce us to suspect that 
there has been a great misunderstanding of the original 
tradition. In fact, the story of David’s relations to Ish- 
bosheth first becomes clear when we assume that Ishbosheth’s 
kingdom, like his father’s, was mainly, at any rate, in the 
Negeb. Every one of the names in v . 9 is found applied 
elsewhere to districts in the N. Arabian border-land. It 
may be just possible to understand ‘ Benjamin ’ as meaning 
the territory which commonly bears that name. But this is 
not absolutely necessary, for even as late as the time of 
Jeremiah (see on Jer. vi. 1) we find applied to Israelite 
clans in the Jerahmeelite Negeb. We cannot deny that 
‘ Israel * was applied to the tribes of central and northern 
Palestine, but we must also hold that either the name could 
be used air\w of the Israelites in the much-prized territory 
of the Negeb, or that very often has been miswritten 

for biWOW'' (cp. on xvii. 11). But if so, what does ‘Maha¬ 
naim ’ mean ? For the answer see on Am. vi. 13 f Maha¬ 
naim, like Karnaim (Am., l.c ., Gen. xiv. 5), is one of the 
popular corruptions of ‘Jerahmeel.’ Whether Ashtor- or 

1 For a similar corruption see PsJ® on Ps. lviii. 3 a. 

2 Ass. iulmdnu (see Ges. Lex. a3) ). 
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Ashhur-jerahmeel (Og’s city, see on Dt. i. 4, and cp. on 
iii. 17) is meant, we cannot say. But it is at any rate clear 
that Mahanaim was in proximity both to the southern 
Gilead and to the southern Ephraim, and that it was on the 
further side of the torrent-stream called Jerahmeel; it was 
also near an important place called Beth-gilead, the possession 
of which was equally coveted by the Israelites and the 
Aramites or Jerahmeelites (see on xvii. 24, Josh. xiii. 26, 
and Am. vi. 13 /.). In harmony with this general view is 
the true name of Saul’s successor, viz. Ishmael. This name 
was corrupted into Yebosheth (see <g readings, E. Bib., col. 
2209), Ishbosheth, and Ishbaal. Cp. the ethnic Yebusf, 
which has the same origin, and note that 'lor in the traditional 
text frequently represents also that often repre¬ 
sents the latter part either of ^NQm 1 or of See, 

further, on iv. 4. 

ii. 12 f Note the N. Arabian personal names. Abner 
(or Abiner) = 'Arab-nadab. Ishbosheth = Ishmael. Joab = 
'Arab! (cp. on I'm, Ezek. xiv. 14). Zeruiah = Misri. So 
Abishai='Arab-ishmael (v. 18). [BDB, followed by White 
in Hast. DB i. 10a) explains Abishai, ‘My father is Jesse’; 
Lidzbarski (teste Mrs. A. S. Lewis, Exp.T, Nov. 1902, p. 95), 
‘ a diminutive of Absalom ’; others, ‘ my father was some¬ 
thing’ (ibid.). But Jesse, Abishai, and Absalom all are, or 
contain, ethnics.]—18. Abishai. See preceding note. 

ii. 24. The difficulties of the text arise from an in¬ 
correct view of the geography and from textual corruption. 
Ingenuity has been displayed in dealing with the corruptions 
(see E. Bib., ‘Ammah,’ ‘Gibeah,’ § 2, 6; and Klost. and 
Budde, ad loc.), but it is only a rectified geography which 
here, as elsewhere, supplies the right key. First, HON, like 
noun in 2 S. viii. 1, and n»D pretty often (e.g. \ K. xviii. 4), 
represents an original ^Nom\ Next, rru is obviously a 
mutilated form of some well-known place-name in the Negeb. 
Nothing seems to depend on the right reading of it, but 
ITO[o] seems not unplausible (cp. E. Bib., * Manahethites ’). 

ii. 29. The geography has been skilfully adapted to the 
view that Ishbosheth resided on the E. of the Jordan. The 
original text probably spoke of Abner as going through ms 
(t.e. 'Arab-jerahmeel, cp. on xvi. 14, Dt. i. 1), passing over 
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the -iks £e. one of the torrent-courses which served as 
boundaries in the Negeb (cp. on Gen. xli. 1, Dan. xii. 5), 
going through the valley of the bofnim (trztijSJ Sra), and so 
coming to ‘ Mahanaim ’ (v. 8). The botnim are pistachio- 
trees ; in Josh, xiii, 26 we read of a place in Gad, near 
‘ Mahanaim/ called Now in Josh., l.c. } as elsewhere 

in that part of Joshua, the account is almost certainly based 
on a geographical record of the Negeb. Before D'Oion in 
Josh, comes the place ‘ Ramath-mizpeh/ which probably is 
= Zarephath of Jerahmeel (cp. on Gen. xiv. 5). The super¬ 
ficiality with which jvinarj has been treated, as if 'l meant 
‘ cleft/ z\e. side-valley, is surprising. 

ii. 32. Beth-lehem = Beth-jerahmeel. Another of the 
places formerly settled by Jerahmeelites, and denominated 
from this circumstance. 

Chap. iii. 2-5. When David went to Hebron he had 
but two wives (ii. 2, cp. 1 S. xxv. 43). In iii. 2-5 four 
more are mentioned. The names of the six Hebron sons 
and their mothers prove David's close connection with the 
Negeb, and the names in the supplementary list (v. 14-16) 
abundantly confirm this. 1. (a) pDDN or (2 S. xiii. 20) 
pr»DN, or (1 Chr. iii. 1) pDN, probably comes from jdw (cp. 

= a shorter form of *?NDnv. For less probable 
views, see E. Bzb. y cols. 3298, 3450, Note that in 1 Chr. 
iv. 20 an Amnon is a son of Shimon (i.e. Ishmael). 

(b) D20TU* combines the tribe-name ‘Jerahmeel* and 
the clan-name ‘ Naam 9 (see E . Bib., * Naam *). 

iii. 2. (a) but in 1 Chr. iii. I As to 

‘ Daniyyel/ see on Ezek. xiv. 14 where hmi (Kt.) or Sn'DT 
(Kr.) is traced to an original ^NDrrT. Some prefer one, some 
the other of these names as the starting-point of an inquiry 
into the original name of the person. The truth is, however, 
that both and are most probably corruptions of 

^HDirr. (Cp. with 2 S. x. 17 ; 1 is due to the 

influence of bjplwb). But exactly what form the name took 
in the original tradition we cannot say. 

(b) bl'm or (1 S. xxv. 3) Wqn probably comes from 
izhl ms (cp. Ga'al = @ BA yaXaah). Carmel and Gilead both 
stand for districts of the Jerahmeelite Negeb. Cp. on 1 S. 
xxv. 3. 
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iii. 3. (a) or '"a** (i K. xv. 2, 10) probably from 

ms. Cp. Lidzbarski's connection of Absalom with 
Abishai (on ii. 12 /.). (b) rrDSD, the name of a N. Arabian 

district (see E. Bib., i Maachah '). ‘ Talmai,' * Geshur,' see on 

xiii. 37.— 4. (#) rprr». This is not a religious name, but 
was originally a simple or more probably compound ethnic. 
The former view implies that the final rr is simply emphatic ; 
the latter, that the* second part of the name is weakened 
from rr = nT; nr of course represents f?NoriT. p* was 
probably the name of a part of the N. Arabian border-land 
(see on Am. i. 4, and cp. E. Bib ., col. 3575). In spite of 
the initial n, we may consider :n« in iTPN to have the same 
reference. How early the modification n^"TN arose we 
cannot say. But David's history forbids us to assume that 
the name in question had, in his time, ceased to be in the 
fullest sense a N. Arabian name. Cp. on 2 S. xxiv. 16. 
The objection drawn from the Phoenician names biOlHN, 
pmtmN (themselves, it may be, of N. Arabian origin), 
cannot stand against the abundant counter-evidence from 
the OT. 

(< b ) mart BDB explains 1 festal 9 ; Noldeke (E . Bib., 

1 Names,' § 72), 1 born on the feast-day,' comparing Shabbethai 
(Ezra x. 15, Neh. viii. 7, xi. 16), which = ‘ one born on the 
Sabbath.' But this meaning of Shabbethai is very improb¬ 
able (see on Ezra x. 15), and in explaining the group of 
names to which IJaggith belongs (the other names are Haggi, 
Haggiah) we must start from those which occur in larger 
groups, i.e. in genealogies. The clan-name Haggi occurs in 
a list of the clans of Gad (Gen. xlvi. 16, Num. xxvi. 15), 
where it stands beside Ziphion or Zephon (]vas, pQ2). Now 
pDS is the name of a frequently-mentioned district in N. 
Arabia (see on Jer. i. 14). The presumption is that near 
or in Zaphon (pD2) was a district originally occupied by the 
clan Hag. That the Israelitish tribe called Gad (more 
properly pa, from ©pa = ttnp) had a territory in the Negeb 
we have seen already (eg. on Num. xxxii. 33), and we 
shall see again (eg. on 1 Chr. v. 11). In particular, it 
is noteworthy that according to 1 Chr. xii. 8 David, when 
a freebooter in the Negeb, was joined by a number of 
Gadite fighting men. No supposition is more plausible 
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than that David’s wife Haggith belonged to the Gadite 
clan known as Hag or Haggi. Another N. Arabian clan 
(at least in later times) was called Hagabah or Hagaba (see 
on Ezra ii. 45). The names may be connected, and if 
so, Hagab will of course be more original than Hag. The 
clan may possibly have been thought of as the Locust-tribe, 
but not improbably lan, like pipin, is really a popular dis¬ 
tortion of some shorter form of bNDnT. At any rate, 
Haggith is beyond doubt to be included among N. Arabian 

names._5. (a) rpBDB. Again the prevalent view has to be 

rejected. The name is nothing but a travesty of TIDS, 

< Zephathite.’ It should be grouped with BD», the clan of 
which Elisha was a ‘son,’ and which, according to Num. 
xiii. 5, was Simeonite, and according to 1 Chr. v. 11 (original 
text, see note) was Cushanite, i.e. of the N. Arabian Cushan 
or Cush. The other occurrences of ‘ Shephatiah ’ ( E. Bib., 
s.v.) equally point to this view ; notice, e.g., r Chr. xxvii. 16, 
where 1 Shephatiahu, son of Maachah, i.e. the Maachathite 
tribe of Shephatites, is reckoned to the Simeonites. Cp. 
also Shabbethai, referred to above, under 4 b. (b) ; 

the onomatologists still repeat the absurd explanation, ‘ my 
father is dew.’ Looking at bio-ON by itself, we might take 
it to be miswritten for bnim or bsnriN (cp. on Gen. xxii. 22). 
Right method, however, points rather to the view that ba-ON 
represents 'Arab-tubal, t.e. Tubalite Arabia; cp. 

^B’Dn = Jerahmeel-tubal, nbo bn = Tubal-jerahmeel and bmn 
pp i.e. Kenite Tubal (Gen. iv. 22).— 6. (a) DJnm A divine 
title D» is improbable, and the names beginning or ending 
with D» can be explained on a better theory. Regarded by 
itself, Qjnrv might be miswritten for nwr ; in fact, this error 
may conceivably have been made in 2 Chr. xi. 18 (see E. Bib., 
col. 2295). Right method, however, requires another view. 
Dinn- 1 is compounded of in 1 (see on xvii. 25) and BS, i.e. dji, 
a fragment of b^onT. Cp. rron for rrom (Neh. vii. 7), 
and perhaps pas for pan (on Gen. xix. 38). (b) rrblS, 

‘young cow,’ according to the onomatologists. Analogy, 
however, requires some ethnic. If bw (Judg. ix. 26) comes 
from *Ti>bl, so also may [njbw; cp. Bn 2 (b). If, however, 
we may compare 2 Chr. xi. 18, where Jerimoth, son of David, 
is husband of Abihail (Abihail?), it is barely possible that 
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Eglah is a corruption of Abihail, another form of the name 
generally read (or misread) Michal (see E . jBib., ( Ithream '). 
The writer of 2 S. iii. 5 may have held that there was no 
good reason for asserting the childlessness of ‘ Michal/ 

‘ Wife of David 1 is no doubt surprising. Possibly YTT arose 
out of an imperfect (see on 1 S. xviii. 19). Wellh., 

Driver, Budde, etc., are themselves of opinion that TVT here 
is correct, but what well-known name except can be 

thought of as the original of Tn? Cp. E, Bib 1 Ithream/ 
* Michal/ 

iii. 7. The name of Saul's concubine (non ; cp. on 
2 K. xix. 12) marks her out as belonging in some way to 
Zarephath in the Negeb ; her father's name rPN (from mmv?) 
points to a Zibeonite stock (see on * Zibeon,' Gen. xxxvi. 
20, 24). 

iii. 8. Much misunderstood by H. P. Smith and Budde, 
who keep * dog's head/ and omit, the one rrYliT^, the other 
''h ntDN (reading HipVil), and also by Klost., who reads 
1^3 ttTN, and renders, * Am I one of the Calebites, as they 
are in Judah'? non, which occurs in MT after rrtDSN, is a 
correction of rmrr*? ; DVH = dvjSn (cp. on Ps. ii. 7, lxi. 9). 
Read no»N DYtSn non “ION , 93 n tton, ‘Am I the 
captain of thine army (xxiv. 2), who show sacred loving¬ 
kindness’ (ix. 3). So E. Bib., 3254 (‘ Nabal ’). 

iii. 10. Budde would omit all that follows ‘David.’ 
He may be right. Certainly ‘Judah’ was not as yet more 
than a tribe like the ‘ Cherethites ’ or the * Jerahmeelites ’ 
(using the latter name in its narrower sense). It is also a 
mistake to suppose that the phrase * from Dan as far as 
Beersheba’ is a description of the whole of Palestine with 
the exception of the Negeb. The truth is that the phrase 
means the Israelitish Negeb (see on iii. 20, vi. 19). 

iii. 14. Read [oti»?d] D^NtMTP mWtt flNon, ‘for a 
hundred skulls of the Jerahmeelites [Philistines].’ 'a 1 ?! was 
displaced by mSls (originally from O'^MOnr). Cp. on 1 S. 
xviii. 27. 

iii. 15/ ‘Paltiel, b. Laish.’ See on 1 S. xviii. 19. 
D'nj^a. If Saul’s clan resided in the Negeb, it follows that 
Bahurim, like Laish and Gallim (see on 1 S. xxv. 44), was 
also in the Negeb. Possibly D’HTO represents D'Hn = IT! 
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f?NDm\ unless D'im is a modification of D'-Dl; cp. 2 S. 
xvi. 5. 

iii. 26. rncjp iia. Presumably mon covers over some 
ethnic. If * Hebron ’ in these narratives should really be 
‘ Rehoboth,’ it will be natural to think of "intpN (one corrupt 
tion of which is Din; see on Judg. i. 35). According to 
ii. 9, Ishbosheth reigned over the Asshurites; the well of 
Ashhur would be within his territory. Cp. on ‘ Hareth,’ 
1 S. xxii. 5. 

iii. 29. puno. The difficulty of this is generally 

recognised. Driver learnedly defends the sense of ‘ spindle ’ 
for / D, but does not go on to draw the necessary exegetical 
inference that the text is corrupt. The sense required is * on 
a crutch ’; ©, Kparmv owraAij?. An easy correction is 
f?pD^ (d became a, p -3). 

iii. 38 f. V. 38 in the text is too vague for the occasion, 
and apart from this, it does not connect well with v. 39. It 
is true v. 39 is also suspicious, so that we must begin by 
examining the text of v. 39. Here we notice “p and mtDD ; 
IT may be a fragment of (cp. "pin, Zech. ix. 1 ; Jipi, 

Josh. xix. 46), and mtDD (cp. otDin, 1 Chr. i. 45) may come 
from d# 13. In v. 38, Srm “HD (<® omits i) agrees with these 
ethnic references if (as e.g. in Gen. xv. 18, and cp. 
rrSll =may be taken to represent That, 

probably, none of the hitherto proposed corrections hits the 
mark, is frankly admitted by Budde. Certainly we want a 
less sentimental speech for David, one which connects itself 
with his circumstances. It is very possible to read in v. 38, 
idSi t», and as v. 39, nSwn DtDDNm ibo ovn '3 dni 

'in ■'IDO D’tDp 'USD '33. David points out to his * servants ’ 
that the man who has fallen is virtually prince of Gilead, 
and that his death makes David the hardly disputed 
sovereign of the whole of the Negeb (‘Jerahmeel and 
Cusham ’)• But not for this would he have lifted his hand 
against Abner; these men, children of a Misrite, are too 
cruel for me; let the doer of the deed suffer Yahwe’s 
vengeance. It was, in fact, the death of Abner which made 
Ishbosheth’s position untenable, and virtually placed David 
on the throne of Israel (cp. xix. 22, end). 

CHAP. iv. 2 f ‘ Ba'anah ’ (cp. Bani, Benaiah), ‘ Rechab,’ 
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and ‘ Rimmon ’ ( = Jerahmeel) are all Negeb names (see the 
occurrences, E. Bib., s.w.). ‘ Beeroth ’ (possibly from mam) 

was a Gibeonite city, but is reckoned to Benjamin (so, too, 
Josh, xviii. 25). It is certainly the Benjamin in the Negeb 
that is meant (cp. on Jer. vi. 1); this suits the mention of 
Gibeon (see on Josh. ix.). ‘ Gittaim ’ is generally identified 

with Gath-rimmon, which in Josh. xix. 45 is a Danite city. 
‘ Gath-rimmon ’ may nevertheless have been in the Negeb 
(see on Josh. l.c.), and the list in Neh. xi. 25-35, which in¬ 
cludes Gittaim ( v . 32), is most probably based on a list of 
places in the Negeb. Gittaim, too, was the city of one of 
the old Edomite or Arammite kings (Gen. xxxvi. 35, (g). 
Rechab and Baana are of the old Gibeonite or Jerahmeelite 
stock. 

iv. 4. According to Budde, v. 4 b should be placed 
after ix. 3 (not v. 4a, because it is only a slight modification 
of ix. 3 a). The reason is that v. 4 b gives the cause of the 
lameness of Mephibosheth referred to by Ziba. This is 
plausible; but how shall we account for the misplacement ? 
Budde answers, The glossator thought it of importance, 
in mentioning the death of Ishbosheth, to show that the 
house of Saul was not thereby annihilated. A better ex¬ 
planation can be obtained by examining the names. The 
apparent confusion between Ishbosheth and Mephibosheth 
in (g of chaps, ii. and iii. has often been remarked. It is 
possible, however, that in the original story there was no 
confusion, and that both Saul’s younger son and his elder 
son’s son bore the same name. This name may have been 
either Ishmael or Jerahmeel (the two names are equivalent). 
We have seen already (on ii. 8) that Ishbosheth (nua'D'n) is 
an expansion of lUT or a fragment of SmsdB' 1 , ‘ Ishmael.’ 
It is probable that he was also called ‘Jerahmeel’; he may 
very well be the [snojo^o mentioned in 1 S. xxxi. 2, for 
which form we should, on critical grounds, substitute 
‘Mephibosheth’ is also called Meribbaal (1 Chr. viii. 34, 
ix. 40 a) and Meribaal (1 Chr. ix. 40^). On grounds of 
analogy, ‘ Meribaal ’ represents ‘ Jerahmeel.’ What ‘ Mephi ’ 
in ‘Mephibosheth’ means, the older textual criticism was 
unable to explain ; ‘ bosheth,’ of course, it represented as a 
later substitute for ‘ baal.’ * Mephi,’ however, can very easily 
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be explained. If we may suppose that here, as elsewhere, 
q is miswritten for v i, there is no difference between the first 
part of nttlDD and the first part of nttD'nD (a 

preferable reading) represents a combination of m ( = Jerah- 
meel) and ntET ( = Ishmael, see on ii. 8), and so attests the 
fact that a grandson, as well as a son of Saul, bore the two 
alternative names Jerahmeel and Ishmael. It would there¬ 
fore not be surprising if a story relative to the birth of Saul's 
son was wrongly transferred to the birth of his grandson. 
And this, as we shall presently see, was quite possibly the 
case. 

As the story of Ishbosheth stands in the ordinary text, 
we can only afford him a somewhat contemptuous pity. 
Never does he strike a blow for himself, and he meets his 
death while taking his siesta. The original narrative, how¬ 
ever, must have been fuller, and if we assume that v. 4 in 
its original form referred to the first Jerahmeel, ix. Saul's 
son, and not to the second, i.e. Saul's grandson, we account 
both for his not having fallen on * Gilboa,' and for his 
physical incapacity when placed on a tottering throne. On 
this supposition, the passage would originally have begun 
with the words 1 Now Saul's son was “ smitten in his feet.”' 
How his lameness was accounted for, we do not know; 
a later writer must have changed the circumstances to 
suit the son of 4 Ishbosheth.' But the closing words, ‘ and 
he became lame' (npp^.) are no doubt original, and, ac¬ 
cording to analogy, we may presume that they accounted 
for the name of the son of Saul, which must have been 
given in this narrative as nDD. What nDD is, we know. 
It occurs as a personal name in 1 Chr. iv. 12, and Ezra 
ii. 49 (Neh. vii. 5 1), and is no doubt, like DTOQ, a corruption 
of (D =*'1, d = d) ; cp. on Isa. xxxiii. 21, Jer. xlvi. 1 5. 

The story of Ishbosheth's lameness, therefore, is simply due 
to the circumstance that in certain records his name was 
corruptly given as HDD. A later writer, interested in the 
son of f Ishbosheth,' altered the story of the lame child, 
but did not take the trouble to transfer the altered story 
to its natural place after ix. 3. 

To some the substitution of the name of Saul's son for 
that of Saul's grandson may appear too bold. Let it, 
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however, at least be granted that no other adequate ex¬ 
planation of the presence of the story of the lame child in 
chap. iv. is forthcoming. Let it also be admitted that the 
anecdote accounting for the lameness of ‘ Mephibosheth * 
(if 1 Mephibosheth * is really to be the subject) can only have 
arisen in such a way as has been suggested, viz. by the 
attribution to 1 Mephibosheth * of another name which 
appeared to mean ‘ lame/ As Winckler (GI ii. 203) re¬ 
marks, 1 the lameness on both feet (ix. 13) gives food for 
thought.’ See, further, on v. 8. 

iv. 5-7. ‘What a strange medley of carelessness, of 
fatalism, or of blind confidence, to be found in a king 
threatened with desertion, surrounded by traitors, but still 
powerful because he possesses a kindgom, and is in com¬ 
mand of an army! It is to the maid-servant who every 
day prepares his bread that the monarch entrusts the charge 
of watching over his life.’ * Instead of guards and officers, 
of an army of serving-men, they find one slave. This 
woman, leaning against the wall, is winnowing wheat, and 
she too has fallen asleep over her work.’ 1 

‘ A scene from quiet home-life which, in contrast to the 
shameful assassination, produces the impression of great 
faithfulness in the report/ 2 

‘ A king of purest petit bourgeois type! From what 
legend has this little genre- picture been brought ? * 3 

Dieulafoy and Budde appear to be too easily satisfied, 
while Winckler sees how improbable this anecdote is, but 
omits to test the readings of the text,—indeed, had he 
attempted it, the want of a clue would have condemned him 
to failure. Budde and (in one important detail) Dieulafoy 
put their faith in which gives (for v. 6), /cal iSov 
6vp(opo< ? tov ol'/cov i/cadaipev 7rvpou 9 /cal evvara^ev /cal 
i/cdOevfiev (L, /cal VTrvcoaev), /cal P. /cal B. ol d8eX<f)ol SteXaOov 
(>cai elartjxdov els tov ol/cov) y i.e. D^n rpjrr rnsiD nsrn 

jttrrv} Dji-n (so Wellh., Driv., H. P. Sm., Bu.). Klost. does 
not care to retrovert, for his opinion is that the idyll of the 
portress cleaning wheat and nodding over her task, has been 

1 Dieulafoy, David the King, E.T. 128. 

2 Budde, Samuel, on iv. 6. 

3 Winckler, GescJu Isr. ii. 196. 
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invented by on the basis of the two words ansn and rra 
He himself ventures on a reconstruction, not without some 
plausibility, but falling short of complete verisimilitude. 
We need not give it here, because we have a clue, and can 
provide a better remedy, and one which enables us to 
account both for the (doubtless impossible) traditional text 
and for the ‘schone Wortlaut’ (Budde) or the ‘Genre- 
bildchen ’ (Winckler) of < 3 - Let us remember that, as we 
have seen already, ‘ Ishbosheth ’ resides in the Negeb, at a 
place popularly called 1 Mahanaim,’ but more correctly * Jerah- 
meel,’ and Rechab and Baana are of the old Jerahmeelite 
stock (see on ii. 8 f, iv. 2 /). We shall then not think it 
unplausible in v. 6 to read thus, utilising our experience of 
many similarly corrupt passages, which editors have done 
their best to embroider with the help of the imagination,— 


nyri [db? 3 Snorr-p to»d] ^om 1 ira wa rrpni 

: D^NonT vriN nps?) 

rrpn'i (not natf - ], nor nsrn) connects with v. 2a ; w. 2b 
and 3 are glosses, v. 4 is a digression, and v. 5 is an early 
editorial insertion (in which, perhaps, the superfluous DTH DnD 
is a corruption of ^NDrrv = D*Ono). I'm for rDSD, cp. on 
Ps. Iv. 12, lxxii. 14. Tip*? = ^onr (cp. on pSn, Josh, 
xi. 17). D^tan for non = rose (cp. on ntsn, Ps. lxxxi. 17). 
n v?y>, based on a miswritten W »on = (cp. on 
mtBD, iii. 39). comes from ubm, i.e. D^NDTTT (cp. 

on Judg. viii. 21, 26, Ezra ii. 67, also on Jer. xliii. 7)• 

The sense of w. 6, 7 is, The persons spoken of in v. 2 
reached Beth-jerahmeel in Maacath without hindrance, and 
proceeded to the house of 1 Ishbosheth.’ To understand 
this action, be it remembered that Rechab and his brother 
Baanah were of the Jerahmeelite race, with which Saul was 
at war. Upon entering the house, they found the king on 
his couch, taking his siesta. The assassins fell upon him, slew 
him, and beheaded him, and then returned by the route of 
'Arab, i.e. 'Arab-jerahmeel (cp. on Dt. i. 1). In v. 7 for 7V3n 
read ntD3 BTN (or ^nsob?'' = ^nditv 1 ), and for nTisn read 

But we have still to refer in detail to &■ Applying our 
clue, we can discern the underlying Hebrew text. The text 
was, of course, badly written, and the translator had to form 

18 
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imaginative conjectures, leaving out those groups of letters 
which were hopelessly illegible. This is what the words 
still partly legible represent, nii>D ^NSDW’-JYa ni$D Horn 
D 31 BTTO. For most of the alterations no one, I thi nly 
could possibly account unaided. For ‘ Beth-shunem ’ we 
might almost as easily, and perhaps rather more probably, 
read Woor-m is, of course, the equivalent of 

Beth-jerahmeel, i.e., not certainly but possibly, Mahanaim. 
For the corrupt nSpo (Wellh., nSpD) cp. bpw, Isa. xxxiii. 18, 
which certainly comes from (see ‘Addenda,’ pt. i., 

p. 49). 0 ’s SieXadov is no justification of the rendering 

‘ slipped through ’ (for IbSd:) ; it represents rather (cp. 
Lev. v. 15, XavOavco = bsd), i.e. ^NDm\ 

CHAP. v. 1. ‘All the tribes of Israel,’ i.e. perhaps the 
Israel in the Negeb and in Caleb (Hebron). 

v. 6-8. One of the most difficult passages in the O.T. 
The general sense, however, can be settled with a far nearer 
approach to certainty than before. First, yid and riDD can 
be explained with confidence. Tu>, like nyv (2 S. xx. 26) 
and yw (Judg. x. 3), is a fragment of ^NDm 1 ; riDB, too 
(see on iv. 4), is a corrupt distortion of the same ethnic 
name. That the early population of Jerusalem was Jerah- 
meelite ( = Ishmaelite) appears from Ezek. xvi. 3, 45, ‘ Thy 
father was an Arammite (so read, for ‘ Amorite ’), and thy 
mother a Rehobothite (so read, for ‘ Hittite ’). Cp. also 
Isa. xxix. 1 f, 7, where probably comes from ^NOnY 1 

(see note, ad loci). We can now see the true meaning of 
"’DY' (‘ Jebusite ’), which, in accordance with many parallel 
corruptions, comes from Thus, here again it is 

clear that the early population of ‘Jerusalem ’ was Ishmaelite 
or Jerahmeelite; in fact, the true (though doubtless, in 
course of time, forgotten) meaning of Urusalimmu and 
D^BYP, not only can be, but is, ‘city of Ishmael’; jr% 
too, like ;•% most probably comes from the ethnic Sm>DQT 
(see E. Bib., ‘ Zion ’). But let us at once put forward our re¬ 
construction (not always equally near certainty) of w. 6b, 8_ 

ova m dyi : nan min-n*? tt6 yii-ibni ^Nonr •noN-> , i 
On] ttt mi? a^pirr-nm jysy inn tnnn 

: mrr nrif? □■hi.pS a ,£ ?Nprrp 
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Jerahmeel and Ashhur are here represented as the lords 
of Jerusalem. They defy David to make good his entrance. 
(But David succeeds in taking the fortress of Zion.) It was 
a great triumph for David—this heavy blow to the Jebusites. 
From Zion as his centre he subdued the Jerahmeelites. 
This, the narrator adds, is the reason why the temple- 
servants are Jerahmeelites. 

Now as to the textual details, without repeating what 
all the commentaries accurately and convincingly tell us. 
Note first YlDm of Chron.; also that is wanting both 

in Chron. and in would, in fact, be superfluous, 

but surely underneath it is ^NDJTP (similarly, Jer. iii. 1). 
The scribe, however, omitted one important ethnic. To 
repair this error, he wrote the two subjects of after 

nan, viz. TintDN'l ShdiTP, which unhappily became corrupted 
into ttdTT ^ ( C P- rnD f° r Tin®#, iii. 26, and td in Ps. 
lx. 10). The enigmatical OTrDQm mwr, as we have seen, 
comes from D^NDTTT, originally an alternative subject to 
YiDN*i. In v. 8 the first serious trouble is caused by 
This word occurs again with plur.-suff. in Ps. xlii. 8, where, 
however, if genuine, it cannot (if Wellh. will allow me to 
say so) have any meaning that would also be suitable in the 
account of the capture of a fortress. Chron. has, instead of 
mm wn, rrrmm. But this cannot be right; it would 
require, not but rtDDn. If is right, Budde's 

ingenious correction imsi seems the only possibility. 
The sense, however, is not satisfactory. Why is there no 
mention of a mi in connection with this strong statement ? 
and why ‘ touches his own neck ' ? Try some other course, 
then. and are frequently confounded, and is at 

least sometimes miswritten (eg, Gen. iv. 8). Do we not 
expect to hear something of the greatness of David's 
achievement in conquering Zion ? Read ]V2£l, and we 
shall then (with the revised text) have a suitable sense, viz. 

‘ David was triumphant that day because of the blow to the 
“ Jebusites,” and held sway in Zion/ Then comes that 
obviously impossible phrase, ‘and the lame and the blind 
that are hated of David's soul' (or, * that hate David's soul ’). 
Budde, at his wits' end, proposes, ‘ the lame and the blind 
David's soul hateth [not] *; i.e. David forbids slaughter after 
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the conquest But these diseased people are mere moon¬ 
shine ; TO and riDD represent ^onT, and (like pS, 
JTO) is one of the current corruptions of fpNSDtir* ; 
is, in fact, a gloss on nbnom\ TTT BB3 should perhaps be 
emended into YVT m:D. 

This is followed (apparently) by a reference to the ex¬ 
clusion of the blind and the lame from the sanctuary (cp. 
Lev. xxi. 18). According to Budde, it is a gloss, and owes 
its existence entirely to the unintelligibleness of the preceding 
words. Surely there ought, from our point of view, to be a 
better explanation. Nor are we disappointed. may 

be, and in this context must be, a corruption of D^NDTTP, 
originally perhaps a gloss on nDDI TO. mmf?N HtT can 
hardly be right. The context suggests and @ presupposes 
miT TX% which is a gain, tO may have come from 

and by prefixing vn and reading at the end rvzb 
mm we get a completely satisfactory text. In fact, even 
down to the times of Ezra, the temple-servants were of the 
N. Arabian race (see E . Bib., ‘ Solomon's servants'). 

Observe that TH TO is a gloss . In David's lifetime 
the term i city of David 9 also belonged to Kirjath-jearim , 
where in fact he chiefly resided ’ See on vi. I. 

v. 9. is, from our point of view, beyond doubt a 

corruption of ^NDnT. It may represent the oldest part of 
the fortifications (perhaps the citadel). For parallels see on 
Judg. ix. 6, 2 K. xii. 20, and cp. E. Bib., * Millo.’ At the 
same time, it is very possible that represents a part of 

the original name of Jerusalem. Budde seems right in 
favouring the text of 2 Chr. xi. 8 {ad init.) ; only we should 
perhaps go further, and read SittDttP TO (M being often 
a corruption of 'dot), after which one might continue (trans¬ 
posing), rn TO rh MTpn. nmi »&Drr|D may be a corrup¬ 
tion of ^nditp rra, a varr nt to 'oor TO. Cp. on 1 K. v. 25. 

v. 11. DTn comes from DTIT, as orriN from ^woriT 
(see on Num. xxvi. 38). David could not have rejected 
the help of the neighbouring king of Missur. According 
to the most probable text of viii. 2 f David had conquered 
Missur, and received tribute from the Misrites. If so, it 
would be natural that timber and carpenters, stone and 
masons should be sent from the highlands of Missur to the 



V. 14 SECOND SAMUEL 267 

suzerain at Jerusalem. See, however, E. Bib., * Solomon,’ 

§ 3 ^- 

v. 14. David’s sons at Jerusalem have Negeb names 
(cp. on iii. 2-5). (1) v'lDB?; cp. Wid» and rrsDB. (2) 

like mD and Dll' 1 , ultimately goes back to SnsdoT. 
See on Jer. 1 . 6, and E. Bib., ‘ Shobab.’ In 1 Chr. 

ii. 18 Shobab is a son of Caleb. (3) ]ro. The other 

occurrences mark this out as a N. Arabian name (see eg. 

1 Chr. ii. 36). Like ffWia, it may be connected with jrvu. 
(4) rrobffl, probably connected with noSto, (see E. Bib., 

‘ Solomon,’ § 1). (5) im\ Cp. the clan-name inn (Kenite, 

Asherite, Judahite, Benjamite). By all these connections 
(including even Asher = Ashhur) it is a true Negeb name. 

(6) Cp. the Kenizzite name (see on Gen. 
xxxviii. 2). Jeshua and Joshua may also be Negeb names. 

(7) idd. Cp. Ex. vi. 21, where Nepheg is a son of Izhar (a 

Levite clan-name). (8) s"B\ Cp. Josh. x. 3, ‘Japhia king 
of Eshcol ’ (so read). (9) sambt*. Cp. the place-name and 
clan-name Shema; also 2 K. xxv. 25 (see note), where 
‘ Elishama * is distinctly a Jerahmeelite name. (10) StSm. 
But for the form srrba/1, sanctioned even by the pious 
Chronicler (1 Chr. xiv. 7), we might regard jrr^K as = W, 
i.e. ‘one belonging to the clan ST>’; is a Jerahmeelite 
name (1 Chr. ii. 28, 32), and the mother of Jada' was 'Atarah 
(i,e. Ephrath in the Negeb). We also find the distinctly 
Negeb names and m\ ‘Jediael’ is a Gibeonite 

(1 Chr. vii. 6), and Gibeon (see on Josh. ix. 3) was in the 
Negeb. ‘ Jedaiah ’ occurs, nominally, in a Simeonite, but 
really (as the names show) a Jerahmeelite genealogy; in 
fact, the tribe of Simeon was, if names count for anything, 
of Jerahmeelite origin. Cp. also Jaddua, mentioned (Neh. 
x. 21) with Meshezabel (Ishmael) and Zadok (a southern 
clan-name); also Iddo and related names, and further the 
N. Arabian name 'Adah (see on Gen. iv. 19, xxxvi. 2). 
But though it seems to be clear that there was a clan-name 
or tribe-name of the Negeb in which the letters is were 
prominent (cp. p»), we must allow for the possibility that 
in some of the above names there has been a confusion 
between *t and 1, and in the case of this view is forced 
upon us by the existence of a second form srpwa. Now 
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and as an element of personal names, can be shown 
to represent Snd in Hence on the analogy of to 

(Hos. x. 14), and probably ( = i ?Di«) and 
from SsonT, it is probable that vrbsi comes from ; 

cp. bwT' = as suggested by the Palmyrene name 

bnxrv (Cook, Aram. GVcux). This certainly suggests that 
2Tp in 1 Chr. ii. 28 comes from ( = ^NDrrp). mi and 
TT\ however, will belong to another group. 2 ;t6n, too, 
must ultimately come from Vn\ For ‘Jehoiada* see on 
2 S. viii. 18. (11) here is a transposed forma¬ 
tive affix ; in other words, the name comes from (see 

on iii. 15). 

v. 17 f David 1 goes down* (from Rehoboth ?) to the 
fortress (‘ Adullam 1 ?). The ‘ Philistines * (Zarephathites) 
had ‘spread themselves out*—where? In the plain of 
Rephaim? Rather ‘in Maacath-ephraim.* Ephraim (a 
Negeb name) defines the portion of Maacath which is re¬ 
ferred to (pos often corrupted from TOJUD, eg. Josh. x. 12, 
Ps. lx. 8). Cp. E. Bib ., ‘ Rephaim.* 

v. 20. DnnD^W, an ancient popular distortion of 
D'nsis b^orrv (see on v. 16). Cp. E. Bib ., ‘ Mul¬ 

berry/ ‘ Perez/ ‘ Perazim.* 

v. 23/ Read ^»onr TO VlDD, ‘opposite Beth-jerah- 
meer (written DTTP '}). See on Judg. ii. 1. So in v . 24, 
‘ when thou hearest the sound of steps in the gate of Beth- 
jerahmeel * ('rrr TO TMDl). 

v. 25. <{§ presupposes pjoao (so, too, text of Chron.). 

Both Gibeon and Gezer were in the Negeb; that places of 
the same names (or should ‘Gezer* here and in 1 K. 
ix. 15 ff. be ‘Geshur*?) existed elsewhere does not affect 
this. 

Chap. vi. The proceedings with the ark (cp. Kosters, 
Theol. Tijdschr ., 1893, pp. 361-378; E. Bib ‘ Ark of the Cove¬ 
nant *; also Winckler, Gesck. Isr. i. 70 ff .).—The connection 
of this narrative with that in 1 S. vi. I—vii. 2 b is undeniable ; 
it has been discussed with much acuteness by Kosters (cp. 
E. Bib.), but without an in all respects certain result, partly 
because Kosters omitted to criticise the text, and accepted 
eg. the name ‘ Obed-edom the Gittite * unquestioningly. A 
new hypothesis must therefore be offered, based upon the 
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facts disclosed by textual criticism. It is most improbable 
that the ark was taken to Jerusalem by David ; all that 
this king can have done was to take it to 1 Kirjath-jearim,’ 
or rather (see on 1 S. viii. 1 f) Kirjath-jerahmeel, where 
(see on xi. 1, xv. I1) he appears to have chiefly resided, and 
which was therefore called * the city of David.’ The narrative 
in chap. vi. cannot be in all respects restored to its original 
form. Some important corrections, however, can be made. 

I mention first that which relates to v. 2. We know from 
1 S. vi. 21, vii. I that the ark was conveyed from Beth- 
shemesh, or rather (see note) Beth-cusham, to Kirjath-jearim, 
or rather Kirjath-jerahmeel. It was not, however, ‘the 
men ’ of the latter place who brought up the ark but David, 
who probably planned to have Kirjath-jerahmeel as the 
capital of the Negeb, and wished it to be consecrated by 
the presence of the ark. Hence the large muster of the 
young warriors of Ishmael (so read in v. 1), even though the 
number ‘ thirty thousand * may have to be resigned. David’s 
object was, as described in (probably) the true text of v. 2, 
^NDrrT mp no© hnpD i©n Dvr^n ]yin hn rrbznb. 

The corrections are, no doubt, suggested by a hypothesis, 
but they are text-critically possible, and the hypothesis is a 
necessary one. We are now relieved of the difficulties aris¬ 
ing from the prolix description of the ark and from the 
impossible position of ybx, and—what is much more im¬ 
portant—of the grave difficulties attendant on the ordinary 
view of David’s action—difficulties which will become more 
and more pressing as we go through the narrative of the 
life of David and the accession of Solomon. The prolix 
description of the ark is due to the redactor, who had before 
him a corrupt text; note especially how a mutilated and 
corruptly written fwDTTT suggested rhs D^rrO, while an ill- 
written mp became mm. and nttr are both familiar 

corruptions of bwftW, which is a variant to StfOnT. I have 
put this first, in consideration of its extreme importance, and 
now resume the natural order of the notes.— D*'©^© ^hn©*'l 
v\b&. To understand this we must presuppose the result of 
criticism of I Chr. xiii. 5, which should, as I contend, run 
thus—‘ And David assembled all Israel from Ashhur-misrim 
to the entrance of Maacath.’ This means that the persons 
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assembled were all the male Israelitish inhabitants of the 
Negeb, and suggests that there may be something under¬ 
neath viz. ^nsdo^ (Ishmael = Jerahmeel = the Israel¬ 

itish Negeb). The mention of the number of the men of 
Israel (or Ishmael) is quite superfluous, whereas the due 
comprehension of the narrative partly depends on our 
knowing that those who accompanied David were Israelites 
of the Negeb. Cp. on v. 19. 

vi. 2. r?Yirr Chr. calls the place nbsi, and 

identifies it with Kirjath-jearim (cp. Josh, xviii. 14). Dozy, 
Kuenen, Wellh., Driver, etc., propose to read HYim f?sl, ex¬ 
plaining the ■» in MT. as dittographed and the d as implying 
a false view of 'bx'l as { citizens/ This is plausible, but the 
whole truth has not been seen. How is it that Kirjath-baal 
(Josh, xviii. 14) and Baalath (1 Chr. xiii. 6) can be identified 
with Kirjath-jearim ? Simply because nf?S3, and D v Uf‘ 
are all popular corruptions of ^NDriT (cp. on 1 S. vi. 21, 
viii. 1). And why is mim appended here to ? Why, 
too, in Josh, xviii. 14, does the name * Kirjath-jearim ’ receive 
the gloss rnirr *01 TS ? Simply because here, as elsewhere 
Judg. xix. 1, 1 S. xvii. 1, 12), rmm represents an 
original 'iTP, i.e. 

vi. 5. "&S should of course be (as Chr.; cp. 

v. 14). But d^dni and trMMl should give us pause. Com¬ 
paring 1 S. xviii. 6 (see note), read D^NoriTT) dmtBNll 
?NSDBm d^nnDDl^i; it is the Israel in these regions of the 
Negeb which is meant, according to the gloss. 

vi. 4. For rnt* read, not vnw (Wellh.) nor vn$ (®), 
but nNV. This is a popular distortion of The 

latter name was naturally suggested by ^NDnv mp. ms, 
on the other hand, may have a more interesting history. 
From v. 17-2$, xxi. 15-22, xxiv. 8 ff, we gather that David 
won a great victory over the Zarephathites and the Reho- 
bothites. It is probable that ins nsna (the name in the 
earlier tradition) became ms pD (cp. E. Bib ., 1 Perez/ 
‘Uzzah*), and by a misunderstanding ms was taken to be 
a personal name. 

vi. 6. The of MT. here and the ]YTO of 1 Chr. 
xiii. 9 may both be corruptions of 1TD (® B in Sam.). 
Nodab and Nadab are Jerahmeelite or Ishmaelite names. 
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—1£30». Perhaps the residuum of 'itotabnn, ‘wavered 
violently.’ 

vi. 8. ‘ Perez-uzzah.’ See on v. 4.—■* Obed-edom the 

Gittite.’ The original name was probably Dli* 3i» (cp. 
np»-n from ©13 ns). His true description probably is, 
not * the Gittite,’ but ‘ the Rehobothite.’ Between ‘ Reho- 
bothite’ and ‘Jebusite’ there is no great difference, for 
‘ Jebusite’ = ‘Ishmaelite’ (i.e. * Jerahmeelite’). It was the 
more natural that the Chronicler should make this man a 
Levite, because the Levites, like the Rehobothites, belonged 
originally to the Negeb. 

v. 16. For rtao read ijjioi I1DDD1. On riDD see 

To y,JBL xvi. 178/; for ipi see 1 Chr. xv. 29. Cp. E. 
Bib ., * Dance,’ § 4. 

vi. 19. This passage was seriously misunderstood even 

in early times, (a) tirwdp. The prefix b, though 

not usual, is perfectly possible (see Driver), and the presence 
of women at sacrificial feasts is sufficiently proved (see Peritz, 
JBL xvii. 122/ [1898]). Still, there is no apparent reason 
for the stress laid on the presence of the women just now, 
and in itself, assuming the story to be either historical or 
well-contrived, such presence is improbable (cp. Tini'^3, v. 1). 
The words must be corrupt, and @ (v. 19) gives us the clue 
to the true text. No critic has noticed this, but so it is. 
airo A av em Brjperafiee is no mere interpolation, but an 
alternative reading to cnro avBpo<; ew? 7 waiicos. It shows 
that there was a second view of the original, according to 
which the people who received David’s gifts belonged to the 
Negeb (cp. on v. 1). But si© 1N3 "Tin po cannot be the 
original reading; it must be a substitute for some earlier 
reading capable of becoming corrupted into n©N "TVl ©"'noS. 
And one word in this reading is supplied by <Jg. ’Ecr^a/HT^, 
which <S> gives for MT.’s id©n, certainly represents 13 ©n, 
and this word must be a corruption of in©i$. This suggests 
to us what must be, viz. f?Ni>D© , D. {b) From the 

same source we obtain the key to D nb nbn, to n© , ©N, and 
to inn and nim DnS n^n represents onb obn (both well- 
attested abridgements of ^NDTTV'). nor©H comes from Vr©N, 
i.e. in©N. in« and nriN (from inn) represent ^noriT (cp. 
on 1 S. i. I, Isa. lxvi. 17). ^MDnT was a gloss on bssow\ 
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Thus the whole passage becomes [^onr] fpNSDBTD . . . pkrrl 
'in “j^l intpifnm, ‘and David gave portions (of the sacri¬ 
ficial meat) to all the people . . . from Ishmael [Jerahmeel] 
as far as Ashhur.’ It should once more be noted that the 
Chronicler makes the two extreme points between which 
* all Israel 1 was settled Ashhur-misrim and Maacath. Also 
that the help of ® is not, strictly speaking, necessary, for 
any experienced critic would suspect SnsdbP to lie under 
XD'&rb and (i.e. ns^s) under the unintelligible ididn. 
(in©**, however, is better than tjttn, because of the Chronicler.) 

Chap. vii. 8. jtfnn rnan-]p (Chron., •nriN-jD rrDrrp 
]«srr). Here ]N2rT “lnND is transparent; it covers ^NDnTD 
[StWDQp]. See on i S. xvi. n, Ps. lxxviii. 71, Am. vii. 15. 
msrrp, however, is quite correct. The allusion is to 1 S. 
xvi. 11, where read mn mrjx 

vii. 1 6 f Bethel, Gilgal ( = Gilead), Mizpah (= Zephath 
or Zarephath), Ramah ( = Jerahmeel) are all Negeb names. 

Chap. viii. 1. rTDNrr mo. Budde (1902) is as much 
at a loss as H. P. Smith before him (1899). Yet the key 
had been offered him in E. Bib., vol. iii., cols. 3065, 3179. 
One cannot, it is true, treat this passage by itself; the right 
view could only be obtained after a fuller study of related 
textual phenomena over large spaces of the Hebrew Bible 
and also of the rise of David, yno undoubtedly comes from 
TO2D, and nD«[n] from ^Nom\ For the former cp. pos, 
often for rO$D (eg. 1 S. xxxi. 7) ; for the latter, see on 
ii. 24. For the current purely conjectural views, see E. Bib., 

‘ Metheg-ammah.* We have still to explain mrtim rtt’riN 
in the || passage, 1 Chr. xviii. 1. Here ra represents mo 
(in the document on which Chron., l.c., is based), and rmv 
represents roso, originally meant as a correction of mo. 
m should be taken together with "to which follows. The 
resulting group of letters Tnm represents ^NDrrr, corre¬ 
sponding to rTD^rr in our text of 1 S. As to D^niD^Q we 
must either prefix -s-p, or excise the word as redactional. 
The latter course is preferable. After the notice of the sub¬ 
duing of the Philistines, we do not expect to be told that 
David took something ‘out of the hand of the Philistines.* 
We can now give a still clearer view of 2 S. viii. 1. The 
explanation of * Metheg-ha’ammah * offered above has been 
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confirmed by Chron., and in addition to this we have learned 
that "to represents ^Norrv, and that d^hidSd in b is intrusive. 
And the sense of v. I becomes, * after this David smote the 
Zarephathites, and took Maacath-jerahmeel/ See on v. 9. 
[We can but briefly refer to Winckler, GI ii. 206. Under¬ 
neath no«H he suspects the name of a maritime city, not 
having noticed Exp.T , Oct. 1899, PP* 47 f > where it is pro¬ 
posed to read, ‘and he took Ashdod the city of the sea 
(dvt thnp THEN-nt* nj-rn) out of the hand of the Philistines/ 
Cp. also E . Bib ., cols. 1027, 3065.] 

viii. 2. The only critics who have shown any insight here 
are Budde and Winckler. The former questions the correct¬ 
ness of l*OD (cp. 1 S. xxii. 3), and suggests that a late editor 
may have substituted IhOD for pas m. The latter (G/ii. 206) 
that the excerpter misunderstood his document, the true 
text of which spoke of the measuring, not of the Moabites, 
but of the land of Moab, a proceeding which usually gave a 
third as the domain of the conqueror, while two thirds re¬ 
mained for the vanquished. But there is no room to doubt 
that the text has grown up out of the mistakes of the 
scribes; the recurrent types of corruption are manifest. 
IfrOD, as so often, has arisen out of ; the right reading 
was known to the writer of Num. xxiv. 17. Passing on, it 
may be stated that textual criticism dissipates the descrip¬ 
tion of David's supposed barbarity into thinnest air. DTTD''') 
represents D^NDnT ; so XTD'n = ^DHT. f?nn[l] also, as 
often, represents the same name (cp. 1 K. iv. 13, Zeph. ii. 5). 
'n nDtan represents □•'nEm-riN ©iDp.. nvnnf? . . . nm is 
nothing but ^NOTTP over and over again, except that 'OtD 
(cp. ps, ps) is a corrupt fragment of a gloss or variant 
7NSDQT. Such repetitions of this name, so ill understood by 
the later scribes, are of common occurrence. It is remark¬ 
able that 1 Chr. xviii. 2 omits nrnn . . . DTTD'q, which 
suggests that the brief text represented by these words was 
a later insertion. However, the text which underlies both 
MT. and (in the main) @’s Hebrew text probably runs thus, 
'in -isd vm DTiEm-riN ©xm D^onT ‘ and 

he smote Missur of the Jerahmeelites, and subdued the 
Zarephathites, and those of Moab became/ etc. 

viii. 3. The difficulties attending the translation of b 



274 


CRITICA BIBLICA 


viii. 3 


are well-known. Winckler finds himself compelled to alter 
the text. On the historical and text-critical questions com¬ 
pare Winckler, GI ii. 203 ff., but note that Winckler does 
not go deep enough into textual criticism, nor has he the 
most tenable views on the history of David. We must 
start from the fact that David was in the closest possible 
connection with N. Arabia, and had, as his most pressing 
duty, to secure the hold of the Israelites on the Negeb. 
The name Hadad-ezer is in harmony with this fact, for it is 
not probable that a king of the N. Aram would bear a name 
which was half Hebrew. 1 As a matter of fact, 'Ezcr (7$) 
appears in Gen. xxxvi. 21 as a son of Seir the Horite (the 
Ashhurite), and in 1 Chr. iv. 46 as a son of Hur (Ashhur), 
the firstborn of Ephrathah, the father of Bethlehem (Beth- 
jerahmeel). Hadad, too, in Gen. xxv. 1 5, is the name of the 
eighth son of Ishmael. NXIS has been learnedly and acutely 
discussed by Delitzsch and Winckler on the supposition that 
a N. Aramaean district was meant (see E. Bib., ‘ David,’ § 9, 
and note 2, with the references); two Aramaean Zobahs 
have been thought to be confounded. The view seems to 
be untenable. Credit, however, is due to Winckler for 
conjecturing that Zobah and Beth-rehob are designations 
of one and the same place (GI i. 141 fi). Reheboth was, 
in fact, Hadadezer’s capital (see on v. 8). This realm was 
called mis or mis. Of this name two explanations are 
possible, ns may ultimately come from ; the inter¬ 
mediate form would be pjos = This is 

probably the explanation of the name NTS (see on ix. 2), 
and TS = / Dt2r may lie underneath TSO in xv. 12. Of 
course, NS 1 S, even if ultimately from 'd»\ may early have 
become regarded as an independent name. But there is a 
second theory, which at any rate deserves mention, viz. 
that Mils, like rps, comes from DD7S. Thus for mis - 0 £ ?d 
in 1 S. xiv. 47 would be read, not ^NonT, but 

nons 'nr (p^>dj> ?). 

We can now return to the question of the reading 
'ill IT TtDnf?. Budde prefers Chron.’s reading nsnfc, but 
admits that the expression is obscure. The true reading, 
however, is, from our point of view, obvious. *ir?3S in 
1 Cp. Winckler, AUtesL Untersuch . (1892), p. 73. 
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Chron. is followed by mD. This is very plausible, 1 for 
some supplement to irra is required. What we expect 
lies concealed under VP Vfflnf?, which should be VlT *?nsd»\ 
These are variants ; ; VP = 'nv (see on 2 S. 

xxiv. 16). We may, therefore, read either 'dot UTO or 
'nv iriDD. But a small insertion has still to be made. 
I Chr. xviii. 3 reads nnon, as if ‘ Zobah in the 

direction of Hamath 1 were meant. Read rather rrnon 
Thus we get as v. 3, ‘ And David smote Hadadezer, a man 
of Rehob(oth), king of Zarephath (?), when he went to 
Hamath (V. e. Maacath) by the river of Jerahmeel.’ We 
have already heard ( v . 1) of David’s conquest of Maacath. 
On his way thither he would seem to have defeated 
Hadadezer. 

viii. 4 f. Budde insists on reading mm (cp. 
x. 18), because such a host of prisoners would have been 
unmanageable. But the change is too great. The truth, 
probably, is that ~rD £ ?' , 'i was educed by an editor out of an 
ill-written ^Qm' (to be taken with vm in v. 3). As a 
consequence he had to omit the illegible remains of aim 
(or perhaps '■p'O-—Read DBp3 We hear of a Cushite 

in David’s army, 2 S. xviii. 21.—6. D^sa. The ‘officers’ 
in Aram-cusham are || to those in the Israelite Negeb (see 
on 1 K. iv. 7, ix. 23). 

viii. 8. Hadadezer’s city ( not cities). J1B3, but Chr. 
nmta; in Gen. xxii. 24 (see note), mta. The underlying 
name is mini; note that Tebah is a son of Nahor by 
Reumah ( = Jerahmeel).—TO Another corruption of 
mam. Chr. gives pan ; this is a corruption of pen = 
^nom 1 (cp. pop, Judg. x. 5).—Thus the name of the royal 
city was Rehoboth-jerahmeel (see E. Bib., * Tebah ’). This 
agrees with the description of Hadadezer as ‘ ben Rehob(oth).’ 
It is the place called Rehoboth-hamahar in Gen. xxxvi. 37. 
Note also that in x. 16 Hadadezer and his allies are said to 
come to dSti ; now Vi is a distortion of Sndjtt. As a 
consequence read, not Vl», but vs. 

viii. 9. In what sense David ‘ took Maacath-jerahmeel ’ 
(v. 1). On his way thither David had vanquished Hadad- 

1 ifms were correct, it would mean (in the original narrative) man, 
‘ Ephrath.* 
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ezer; so To'i hastened to send tribute. To'i (Chr., To'u), 
however, is hardly right. Possibly we should read '»p^n; 
cp. iii. 3 (Maacah, bath Talmai). 

viii. 13 f Dtp TH toya Kittel, in Kautzsch's O.T., 
gives up in despair, and represents the original by five dots. 
The next word is n©l, corresponding to which in 1 Chr. 
xviii. 12 is ''t&lNV Since the proper name 4 Abshai' or 
4 Abishai,' and nor or ©:r very frequently, represent 
and since the scene of David's best attested military opera¬ 
tions is the Negeb, also having regard to 1 K. v. 27, 
DO (so read), it is justifiable to read (for 
inon D© /% T ©jn) 'oara do /fc T D&n, 4 and David imposed a 
corvee upon Ishmael' {i.e. the now fully conquered Jerah- 
meelite Negeb). VYDno, which follows, means 4 after he had 
smitten/ The ‘Arammites’ are the Jerahmeelites (1 Chr. 
and Ps. lx., title, wrongly 4 Edomites'), n^on, as usual, 
= ^KOJTP ; the famous 4 valley of Jerahmeel' was the scene 
of the battle. The closing words are probably a gloss on 
4 Ishmael/ nmo© comes from lo© = Snso©' 1 ; n©v = TUDN; 
^n = W. In Ps. lx. 1, 0*0©, like imo©, comes from ]o©; 
there is no discrepancy. See on 2 S. xxiv. 1-9, 1 K. 
xi. 15 /— V. 14 is a doublet of v. 6, but not badly 
placed. 

viii. 10. DTP, © te&Sovpav . I Chr. xviii. 10, DTHn 
(© iSovpafM ). 4 Joram* represents only 'Jerahmeel/ 
4 Hadoram,' however, comes from 4 Hadad-jerahmeel * (cp. 
4 Hadad-ezer,' and see on Gen. x. 27), and is probably the 
original.—Chr. rightly omits (Wi), an insertion which 
implies the false reading npli ^D, for riDnf?D.—Note the 
abundance of silver, gold, and copper in N. Arabia. Cp. 
Jer. x. 9, xv. 12. 

viii. 12. A conglomerate of names, due to an early 
redactor; some of them {eg. Aram [not, Edom], Ammon, 
Amalek ; and perhaps Pelistim and Zobah) ultimately have 
the same origin. 

viii. 16-18. David's officers. (from ■anr ?) was a 

Misrite; rrm is a corruption of ms©; cp. on rums, 
1 K. xi. 26, and see E . Bib ., 4 Zeruiah,' also on 2 S. iii. 39.— 
©SD'im comes from DD^NDnT, 4 Jerahmeel-sarephath' (cp. 
E. Bib., 4 Shaphat'). His father's name is TiWm, i.e. 
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"TjfarVrp, 4 Jerahmeel-gilead/ pVTS, a N. Arabian clan-name 
(cp. E . i?*& f ‘ Zadok *); 1OTN from Vnrr'rrp (for other 
details of the text, see Wellh.). combines two 

representatives of f?NDm\ 1TON comes from ijt 11$ 
‘ Ithrite Arabia.* Frito. An examination of the occurrences 
shows that this, too, is a N. Arabian name. Cp. v ito, but see 
on i K. iv. 3 (worm). 1TO1 ; see on xxiii. 20. TTO (cp. 
on TO}, I K. xvii. 3) comes from •'Jihhl ; cp. on xv. 18, 
1 S. xxx. 14. 'rha represents tiid, z.e. either •'rnDN (1 S. 
i. 1 ; xvii. 12) or TiaiE. The analogy of -rro gives 
plausibility to the latter view. The closing words of v. 18, 
and of the paragraph, are not only evidently incomplete but 
also under the suspicion of corruptness. The true text gave 
the name of the chief administrator of the Negeb. See on 
xx. 26. 

Chap. ix. 2. ni^. Probably a worn-down form of 
psm (Gen. xxxvi. 2) = p$nm = Swdqt ; cp. on Him, viii. 3. 
Ziba, like Doeg (1 S. xxi. 8), was a N. Arabian. 

ix. 4 ff. Was ‘ Mephibosheth * really in the house of a 
private individual in an obscure trans-Jordanic town ? See 
on xvii. 27. The place was, at any rate, in the Negeb; 
11*1 represents TO (ll for fra, and misplaced). 

i YOD and bwnz represent DTTP and f?NDn[lJ' respectively. 
Possibly the text has grown out of two contending variants 
TO and 7$^} to. ‘ Beth-jerahmeel * or ‘ Beth- 
gilead* (= Gibeath-jerahmeel) appears to have been the 
centre of Saul's clan. See E. Bib ., * Saul/ § 1 ; ‘ Mephi- 
bosheth.* See on iv. 4. 

ix. 8. ntpn l^}n. See E . Bib., ‘ Dog/ and cp. on xxiv. 

14.—12. an ancient popular distortion of ^NDriT. 

Chap. x. i. Read ^i. po* and pbo* ('nr) 

are often confounded. So throughout. Cp. on xi. 1, 
xii. 26.—2. ‘ Hanun/ or * Hanan * (cp. the ® readings). 
Hanan (see occurrences, especially 1 Chr. xi. 43) is a N. 
Arabian name. ‘ Nahash*; see on 1 S. xi. 1. 

x, 5. ‘Jericho.* See on Josh. iii. 1. 

x. 6. aim JT1, see on Judg. xviii. 28. llto QTN, not 
‘the people of Tob* (so now Winckler, KAT (3) 231), but a 
compound name like Aram-cusham (viii. 6). ‘ Tob * comes 

from Tubal (*?Xin); see on Judg. xi. 3. ‘Ish* probably 
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represents Ashfrur (mnt&N). For earlier explanations see 
E. Bib., ' Ish-tob/ 

x. 7, 9. D'YDarr MBrr^D. Budde points out that 
MS and represent different bodies—the one, all the 

fighting men ; the other, the veterans. True; but the text 
is wrong. MS, like JOS and MSN (xxi. 20), comes, here at 
least, from ; 'na (as xxiii. 22) from D^NDTTV*. If so, 

in v . 9 read ^MDttP( = the Negeb). Cp. on Nnp xi. 1, 
and on MSH ^TrnN, 1 Chr. xxi. 1. 

x. 16 / dSt? or ON^n (better DN^Tl) should be 
*?NDrrp; see on v. 8, and on Ezek. xlvii. 1 6. The nrn 
is that of Jerahmeel (see on viii. 3) not the Jordan. But 
cp. E. Bib., ‘Helam 1 ; Winckler, GI ii. 215. ijiitf (Chr. 
1DW) may either be grouped with Ishbah (1 Chr. iv. 17), 
Ishbak (Gen. xxv. 2), and perhaps Shobek (Neh. x. 25), or 
be read MltD = (see on v. 14). In either case the 

original narrator had a clear consciousness that the scene of 
his story was the N. Arabian border-land.— ]TVn, as often, 
comes from jnT = ^ndht. The 'nT *ira (viii. 3), in x. 16 
called the m3, is meant. 

Chap. xi. 1. d^dnSd (Kt.) or a^bo (Kr. ; so Chr. and 
the vss.)? The former is preferred by Hitzig (the 
messengers sent out to announce the new moon) and by 
H. P. Smith (the messengers who had been sent by 
David to Hanun); the latter by Wellh., Klost., Driver. 
Budde, etc. Neither reading, however, is quite satisfactory, 
is a corruption of or D^NDTIT. Jerah- 

meelite raids on the Israelitish territory in the Negeb were 
almost the rule (2 K. v. 2). They had probably begun 
again after the insult described in x. 4. Hence at the 
return of the season for such raids David sent his fighting 
men under Joab to waste the territory of the b*ne Amalek 
(Jerahmeel). This they did ; and the raid led up to the 
siege of the capital, named here and in xii. 27, 29 nyi, but 
in xii. 26 jios ren (see on vv. 26 /). The traditional 
reading may be correct. But it is very possible that mi or 
nm should be rrnrn. Thus, since pn» represents ^ndttp, 
the full name of the city would be ‘ Rehoboth of the b’ne- 
Jerahmeel/ This slightly confirms the supposition that 
‘ Nahash * and ‘ Achish * are distortions of the same original, 
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for ‘ Achish ’ was the king, probably, not of Gath, but of 
Rehoboth (see on I S. xxi. io). We must, of course, 
distinguish this ‘ Rehoboth ’ from that referred to in viii. 8 
(see note).—D^WlTl. Read, probably, SnvDBI ( = Vm). 
The place meant may be Kirjath-jearim (i.e. Kirjath-jerah- 
meel), where the ark apparently still was. It is, at any 
rate, in the Negeb. For Joab (xii. 28) urges the king to 
collect ‘the rest of the people’ and finish the capture of 
Rabbah (Rehoboth). Now it is the Israelites in the Negeb,who 
are specially concerned in the overthrow of Rabbah; indeed, 
Sop should probably rather be S>3 (cp. on x. 7, 9). 

To be able at once to collect ‘ the rest’ of Israel in the Negeb 
implies that David too was in the Negeb. Cp. on xv. 11. 

xi. 3. The true name of Uriah’s wife is not given. 

This was probably Abigail, whose son in iii. 3 is named 

Chileab, and in 1 Chr. iii. 1 Daniel—names which probably 
come from ‘Jerahmeel.’ Something in the nature of a 
designation is given to Uriah’s wife; she is iQtDTQ = 

SDfflTQ = SnsiMPTO, ijt. Ishmaelitess, and = 

^NDlTP-ro, i.e. Jerahmeelitess. Just so, as criticism shows, 
the son of David and ‘ Bathsheba ’ is called rrobm, which 
suggests Ishmaelite or Salmsean affinities, and SncpiT' (MT. 
rp-pT), i-c- Jerahmeel. See E. Bib ., ‘ Solomon,’ § 2.—‘ Uriah 
the Hittite.’ ■'Pin, as elsewhere, probably comes from Tiim. 
Uriah was a Rehobothite in the wider sense; i.e. he was 
not a native of the Rehoboth of Nahash, but a member of 
the wide-spread race called sometimes Rehobothite, some¬ 
times Zarephathite. Tptin is an expansion of 'Tin, i.e. 
probably 'Tiv (see E. Bib., col. 5228). David’s warriors 
all came from the N. Arabian border-land. 

xi. 21. Abimelech ntfr-rv-ft, but @ upofioaX [L], 
i,epo/ 3 oafi [BA]. n01 here is supposed to be a con¬ 
temptuous substitute for fwi. Our experience with Ish- 
bosheth and Mephibosheth, however, may warn us against 
accepting this view, non-p is a scribe’s arbitrary correction 
of nOT, which, as Ps. Ixvi. 6, xcv. 5 show, can be a corrup¬ 
tion of SnsdOP. The true name of Abimelech’s father, 
according to tradition, no doubt was f»lT> = SwonT. But 
'nr and 'dot were used as synonyms, so that Abimelech 
could be said to have been the son of Ishmael. 


19 
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Chap. xii. 24. Various explanations have been given 
of this difficult passage; see E . Bib., ‘Jedidiah.’ But the 
true key has been missed. ne&tD being obviously connected 
either with naSto or with it may be presumed that 

the child’s second name had a similar origin. Now mmm 
certainly can be a corruption of ^ndttp, and so too can 
innw mm and mm TOM. The circumstances of the case 
render it extremely probable that these corruptions actually 
took place. This leads to the conclusion that v. 24 f 
originally r^n thus, nobtt) 'iDm-nN N'lp'T ]1 and that 

there was a various reading, ^NDnm fcnpn In the 

latter reading SnonT, written 'riT, became corrupted into 
mm, and this into mTT (by dittography). The second 
frnp'n clause found its way into the text, and had to be 
connected by some intermediate words with the first. This 
the editor effected by manipulating another corrupt marginal 
reading (producing 'Qttn mm), an d by modifying a clause 
relative to Nathan ; the corrupt mm THUD was added. The 
Nathan-clause originally ran ND3rr jra TQ (so 

Wellh., Budde), preparing the way for the prominent position 
of Nathan in 1 K. i. 

xii. 26 f rm^Dn T$, TS. As Wellh. saw, the 

two phrases must be synonymous; he himself would read 
moil T2 in both verses. This, however, is an improbable 
phrase ; hence in Exp.T , Dec. 1897, pp. 143/, I proposed 
niba T3 for both verses. This was a step in the right 
direction. If i Milcom ’ was the god of the Ammonites, 
what more natural as the second name of the capital than 
‘city of Milcom’? But it now appears (see on 1 K. xi. 5) 
that D}f?D is but a corruption of ^Nonv, which name the 
Israelites applied both to a people and to its god. And the 
analogy of the corrupt phrase rm^Drr STr, 2 K. xxv. 25, Jer. 
xii. 1, from ^Nonm ant, and of Dm in 2 Chr. xvi. 4, and Ps. 
Ixv. 10, from f?NDnT, justifies us in reading in both verses 
^NDTTP t*. 

xii. 30. No explanation of the text is very satisfactory. 
Chron. makes things easier, but the meaning that only the 
‘precious stone’ in the ‘crown’ was put upon David’s head, 
is not clearly conveyed. Budde remarks, ‘ one must suspect 
either deep corruption or intentional distortion,’ and adds 
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that * this is most easily explained if such a statement as 
that of an idors crown had to be got rid of/ I think that 
experience of the ways of the scribes elsewhere enables us 
to explain this strange passage. A very different text 
underlies it D^D-mb2? comes from mDN, 4 Ephrath- 

jerahmeel ’ ; cp. Atroth [Ephrath]-beth-joab, mentioned in 
1 Chr. ii. 54 in a Calebite connection, bxn, which follows, 
comes from ^NDriT, a correction of DD^D. Under limn 
nbplDDI should lie the names of other places (note 4 all the 
cities/ v . 31); read Wotm TitDtfl (cp. and bowi* from 
'oBT 1 ). ■'OD and mp'' naturally represent (cp. on Gen. 

xiii. 10), and pN comes from rp. am probably represents 
^N$DBT* (see on Dt. i. I). The statement, 4 and it was 
(placed) on David’s head/ is editorial expansion. The 
Chronicler is less trustworthy. We must of course suppose 
that z/. 30 comes from another place in the original docu¬ 
ment, for w . 30^ and 31 refer to the Jerahmeelite 
capital. 

xii. 31. A difficult passage. Yet if we take due 
account of the three verbs *r*nrr, Dim, and T 3 WT 1 , the general 
sense should be clear. The people of 4 Rabbah ’ were 
4 brought out ’ from their city and 4 placed * in other parts 
of David’s realm ; so he 4 made them to pass (cp. visn, Gen. 
xlvii. 21) from [Rehoboth]-jerahmeel.* rrao, Tin, and 
nrraoi ought to represent place-names. Nor is it difficult 
to find these. Tin and nilUD (the initial D is due to the 
influence of miD) both represent n Mm ; iTQD, like niD, 
has come from frao (ultimately = ^NOTTP). Vril (cp. on 
4 Barzillai,’ xvii. 21 ; also Isa. x. 34 where f?m, i.e. ^NSDBT, 
is a variant to comes from *?N2?DBT. For 

read f?NDnTD (cp. on v. 26). Render, 4 and 

the people that were there he brought out, and placed in 
Migron and in Hazeroth-ishmael; he transferred them from 
[Rehoboth-ljerahmeel.’ Note that Kt. p^o is a compromise 
between DD7D and p^o. 

Chap. xiii. Note in vv. 1, 3, 4 the strictly Jerahmeelite 
names. Tamar = Ramath ; Amnon or ( v , 20) Aminon (see 
on iii. 3 ; Jonadab, or ( v . 5) Jehonadab, or (as <g L ) Jonathan, 
containing the N. Arabian clan-names Nadab and Nathan 
( = Ethan ?) respectively; Shimeah (see on 1 S. xvi. 8 f ); 
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Absalom (see on iii. 3). Note the Jerahmeelite name ot 
Absalom’s daughter (xiv. 27). 

xiii. 18 f crips ; again in Gen. xxxvii. 3. © 

here, ^itodv Kapirwro^; (with sleeves to the wrist), or rather 
darpayaXcoro 9 (reaching to the ankles ; so © L ; Aq. x- k .); 
but in Gen. x VT ^ v ttoikiXo 9 (Aq. darpayaXcov ; Sym. x €l P L " 
Sojto 9 [sleeved] or tcapirtoros:). The most interesting render¬ 
ing is x* olkLXo 9, not for Lagrange’s reason (£tudes y 1903, 
p. 403), but because, using the analogy of ©’s tyiXi) 7 tolkLXt) 
for m*TN in Josh. vii. 21, we are permitted to detect 
underneath 7 roue, the name of some one of the countries 
famous for embroidery. One of these countries was Egypt 
(E. Bib ., col. 1286). If, therefore, there is any Hebrew 
name recognised in © as a name of Egypt, or of a part of 
Egypt, which could become corrupted into D^DD, we may 
suppose that the translator of Gen. and 2 S. in © read this 
word instead of D'DD. One such name there is — n*'D'ins 1 
the name of a son of Mizraim [Egypt], according to Gen. 
x. 14; for it is clear that © agrees with MT. in pronoun¬ 
cing Mizraim. I conclude that it is very probable that the 
tunic of honour worn by Joseph and by Tamar was, accord¬ 
ing to the original text, a tunic from Pathrusim, or from 
some other region whose name may underlie Pathrusim. 
And since the region which had the closest relations with 
S. Palestine (including at present the Negeb) was N. Arabia, 
and in fact the scene both of the Joseph-story and of the 
Tamar-story was in N. Arabia, I conceive that we have a 
right to restore both in Gen. and in 2 S. the reading roro 
D'TiD^S, * a tunic of the Zarephathites,’ i.e. a N. Arabian tunic, 
embroidered in various colours, and analogous to the mantle 
of Achan in Josh. vii. 21. This suggests a correction of the 
difficult in Gen. xxxvii. 2. See next note. 

* For so the king’s daughters that were virgins were 
apparelled Di' 6 'WD,’ @ tov 9 iirevZvTa<; avreov. Wellh. emends, 
D^isd. But even, if this be a gloss, we do not expect dSisd 
( from antiquity) in such a connection ; the right word would 
be (I S. ix. 9). Even then, however, the gloss would 

be inadequate, for the reader would surely desiderate some 
hint as to the reason for such an exceptional dress. And if 
we turn to the only other passage in which the term ^ 
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occurs (Gen. xxxvii. 3), we are astonished that the gift of a 
‘ mere tunic with sleeves ’ (so most render) should lead to 
envy and murder. Gunkel (ud loc.') thinks it enough to say 
that this effect of such a modest distinction is ‘ characteristic 
of the simplicity of the circumstances presupposed.’ But 
Joseph’s father was at any rate not in the meanest circum¬ 
stances. The true explanation is very different. Joseph’s 
brethren envied him because his tunic was beautiful and 
expensive, and put him in a class apart from the rough 
shepherd life—the class to which the women of the family 
belonged. But if so, how is it that in 2 S. xiii. 18 the robe 
in question is appropriated to ‘ the king’s daughters ’ ? The 
answer is that the text is corrupt, and that the clue to the 
true reading is furnished by that impossible word 
which Wellh. attempted to correct. D^O (like in 

Gen. vi. 4, Ezek. xxxii. 27) should be ^DHT, and that this 
word is a correction of the corrupt “|Son in / on JY 03 , which, 
as in the || phrase, T^on )1 in 1 K. xxii. 26, Jer. xxxvi. 26, 
xxxviii. 6, Zeph. i. 8, should be ^NOm\ The point of the 
gloss before us is that * this robe was worn by women of 
Jerahmeel while they were virgins,’ so that Tamar was 
reckoned as at once an Israelitess and a Jerahmeelitess, i.e. 
she belonged to a Jerahmeel ite family—that of David, but 
also to the larger folk of Israel. As a Jerahmeelitess she 
wore a richly embroidered Zarephathite robe. Note in this 
connection the fondness of the later kings of Israel for a 
residence in the Negeb (Shimron, Jezreel) disclosed by the 
criticism of the Books of Kings. It is possible, too, that 
David himself, and his family, sometimes resided in the 
Negeb (see on xv. 11). 

xiii. 2 3. 1 Baal-hazor which is beside Ephraim.' Ab¬ 

salom’s close connection with the south (see on vv. 37 f) 
makes it practically certain that it is a southern Ephraim 
which is meant; cp. 1 Har-ephraim,’ 1 S. i. 1. This is quite 
consistent with holding that the place here (and in Isa. vii. 2) 
called is that called in 2 Chr. xiii. 19 fnas, and men¬ 

tioned with Bethel and Jeshanah {i.e. Shunem), both places 
in the Negeb. Baal-hazor has probably come through a 
misunderstanding from Hazor-baal, a distortion of Ashhur- 
jerahmeel (see on 1 S. x. 27)- It is the Hazor or rather 
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Ashhur of Solomon (see on 1 K. ix. 15) which is meant. 
If our view of Ephraim is correct, Absalom's estate 
was at no very great distance from the residence of 
David. At any rate * Mount Ephron * was not far from 
Kirjath-jearim ( = Kirjath-jerahmeel) according to Josh, 
xv. 9. 

xiii. 34. See Wellh., p. 189 ; Rothstein, ZDMG lvi. 196. 
Neither critic has seen that inn “I2D comes from Tntptfp, 
II o^nrr lino. 

xiii. 37. The improbability of a flight of Absalom to 
Geshur in the NE. of Palestine has been pointed out in 
E . Bib., col. 1711 f His chief supporters, Ahithophel (see 
on xv. 12) and Amasa (see on xvii. 25), belonged to the 
Negeb; where the scene of his warfare against David was, 
we cannot yet consider. Turning to the names in v. 37 
and in iii. 3 we find that Talmai (wn) elsewhere is the name 
of the eponym of one of the three clans of Kirjath-arba, i.e. 
Kirjath- f arab == Rehoboth (see on Num. xiii. 22), and that 
Maacah is elsewhere the name of a concubine of Caleb 
(1 Chr. ii. 48). Note also how easy a journey it would be 
from Geshur in the Negeb to Jerusalem (cp. xiv. 23), assum¬ 
ing that the reading ‘Jerusalem* in v. 37 is correct. It is 
true that in xv. 8 Absalom speaks of his temporary home 4 in 
Geshur in Aram,' but ‘ Aram/ as we find again and again, 
is the short for ‘Jerahmeel/ and as a rule designates the 
Jerahmeelites of the Negeb (cp. on Gen. xxii. 21 where 
WlOp comes from ^NDrrr). How convenient a flight to the 
S. Geshur (= Ashhur) for an intending revolter would be 
need hardly be pointed out. The name Talmai (like the 
place-name Telem or Telam, see on 1 S. xv. 4) comes from 
Temul = Ishmael. For Ammihur @ reads Ammihud. Both 
names are possible. 4 Ammihur * = Jerahmeel-ashhur ; 4 Am¬ 
mihud *= Jerahmeel-jehud. Both Ashhur and Jehud (see 
on Josh. xix. 45, and note Jehudi, the descendant of Cushi, 
Jer. xxxvi. 14) were Negeb names. And there is at least 
some probability in the view that ofpttnv is miswritten for 
‘ Ishmael * = Kirjath-jerahmeel (see on 1 S. xvii. 54). 

CHAP. xiv. 2. ‘Tekoa* (cp. on 1 Koa/ Ezek. xxiii. 23, 
see the evidence in E . Bib., ‘Tekoa’)’was in the Negeb. 
Perhaps we should read 4 Maacath * ; * Maacath * and 4 Geshur’ 
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were evidently connected. Absalom was a son of Maacah 
(iii. 3). Cp. on xx. 14. 

xiv. 13. Read probably bnOTTV = (cp. on Judg. 
xx. 2, where, however, it is The Israelites in the 

Negeb might be called ‘ the people of Jerahmeel/ just as 
an individual might be called 'rTP“]1 or 'rrp ra (see on xiii. 
18 /). This correction may supply the key to the trouble¬ 
some intermediate clause which so grievously interrupts 
the sense. 

For DtDtfS Hitzig (Hiob, 299) suggested More 

probably Dt&N should be Omit as redactional, 

and read following words thus, 'dBTD mn *1 Tin f?NDnT. 
iSofn], as often (cp. on v. 26), is a corruption of ^NDinT, 
which was originally a correction of The next 

words are, ‘ this word is like Ishmael *; i.e. Jerahmeel and 
Ishmael are synonymous. Cp. the parallel glosses in Ps. 
lxxv. 7 (see Che., Ps.f® ad loc .). 

xiv. 25. *tnd bbrh. Budde remarks on the imperfect 
connection, and would have preferred SWtd. But the remedy 
is plain. Read f?Norrr\ a gloss on, or correction of, btnw\ 
To the original narrator, as well as to the wise woman of 
Tekoa, Absalom belongs to the ‘people of Jerahmeel/ 

xiv. 26. Driver (ad loc,) has shown that the Hebrew 
of this verse as a whole is possible, but not that it is probable, 
and though late post-exilic writers were capable of gross 
exaggerations, yet I hesitate to account for the present text 
on the hypothesis that v, 26 is a late interpolation. Ex¬ 
perience elsewhere warns us to look for an underlying text. 
That text is probably neither more nor less than b$QTlT 
TiD^n, a correction of in v . 25. Remembering that 

TrS in Judg. xv. 9 (see note) represents we see that 

irfooi may have come from 'M. That WhO and 

•"istD may represent TitBN (the southern Asshur = Ashhur), and 
that and O'bpW may have come from (a gloss 

on ^NDn-p), and from fpNDTTr, is evident, pNl 

finally sums up the various emendations, for it doubtless 
represents ''Dll (cp. on xiii. 18 /.). The editor who, 

on the basis of corrupt glosses and corrections, produced the 
present Midrash-like passage, was under the influence of a 
wrong interpretation of xviii. 9. (The ordinary explanation 
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of p*0, * after the king’s weight ’ [see E\ Bib ., 4 Weights/ 
§ 4, end], must at any rate be abandoned ; ‘ the king’ should 
be * Jerahmeel/) 

CHAP, xv.-xix. The revolt of Absalom. The geography 
has been throughout manipulated, but there are traces of 
the original representation which confirms the view suggested 
by the story of David thus far that the Negeb is the true 
scene of the narrative. 

xv. 2. ‘1 am from this or that tribe of Israel/ The 

region meant is the Negeb together with Judah (including 
Hebron and Jerusalem); cp. on ii. 8 f y xvii. n. ‘All the 
tribes of Israel 9 ( v . io) has the same meaning. 

xv. ii. ‘From Jerusalem/ Was David really residing 
at Jerusalem? The kings of Judah (see on Kings) dwelt 
very often in the Negeb. David’s own children {eg. Tamar) 
called themselves Jerahmeelites. We also often find ‘Jeru¬ 
salem ’ and ‘ Ishmael ’ ( = ‘ Jerahmeel ’) confounded ; see eg. 
Zech. xiii. i. It would not be very surprising if there were 
such a confusion in many parts of David’s story. There 
may be a trace of it here in the word n orb (and in xxiv. 24, 
end). Is it at all probable that these two hundred men (of 
the best families, we may presume) knew nothing of Absalom’s 
ambitious programme. Can the reading be correct? In 
1 K. xxii. 34, almost beyond doubt, onf? comes from 
and this (as usual) from or Most probably 

then [D]onS has the same origin here; probably, too, D^np, 
if not also has come from a miswritten ^NDHT. 

David’s true home at this period was probably at a place 
called Beth- or Kirjath-jerahmeel, i.e. perhaps ‘Kirjath-jearim/ 
Cp. on vv. 17, 24, 27, 2 S. xxiv. 8, 24. The closing 
words of the verse may be put down to the late redactor. 

xv. 12. bDrrrrtf, i.e. Jerahmeel-peleth. Cp. Eliphalet, 
v. 16, and cp. Num. xvi. 1 (Peleth).—For DTinmTiN imn 
read perhaps, with Klost, (see 1 S. xxiii. 19). 

This is connected with a plausible correction of the former 
part of the passage, * Absalom had made a league (D^m ?'0 
with Ahithophel the Keilathite (''Jor ? ^Spn), the 
counsellor of David, who caused him to escape (rilSD) from 
Keilah/ Should ‘ Giloh ’ be ‘ Keilah ’ in Josh. xv. 5 1 ? See 
E. Bib., ‘ Giloh/ 



XV. 23 


SECOND SAMUEL 


287 


xv. 1 7. pri-ion mns, iv oiic<p tu> panpav. Read prob¬ 
ably ^NDirr-rva, in the Negeb. See on Jer. vi. 1 /. Prob¬ 
ably this is the name of the place where the king and his 
family resided. Was it the same as Kirjath-jearim, t.e. 
Kirjath-jerahmeel, which was in the Negeb, and for a time 
the seat of the ark ? Cp. on 1 S. vi. 21. 

xv. 19 f. “iQ'ipob, Sion. The former of these words 
the versions arbitrarily change into *d. The latter they, 
and the moderns, render ‘yesterday.’ Yet there is a group 
of passages (see on 1 S. iv. 7) in which / n and 'riN are 
certainly corruptions of (or ^NonT 1 ), and Dlpo has 

sometimes sprung from ^ndITT' (see e.g. Isa. xxviii. 8). "DD£ 
and rd~h are also somewhat suspicious ; the former with b 
may represent ^NOnT (see on Isa. vii. 14)> and the same 
origin is possible for rob (cp. Sunp'). “IN'!! is a dittogram 
of “p"ON, which also may conceivably come from VlT; the 
scribes often accumulated bad attempts to reproduce this 
word, and the editors made what sense they could out of them. 
David’s speech to Ittai therefore was, ‘ Return and tarry with 
the king, for thou art a foreigner and an exile in Jerahmeel 
[read ^NOTTTO], and as for me I go whither I can go.’ 

xv. 23. jrnp Srn. If ‘Jerusalem’ really covers over 
‘ Ishmael ’ (see on v. 11), what can we make of the torrent 
‘Kidron’? In 1 Macc. xv. 39, 41, cp. xvi. 6, a Kedron is 
spoken of, with a xeipappovs eastward. This is not in the 
Negeb, but near Jamnia and Azotus. Note, however, (x) 
that in 2 Chr. xxviii. 18 a Gederoth is mentioned with Beth- 
shemesh, Aijalon, and Soco, all of which turn out to be most 
probably Negeb names (cp. also on Josh. xv. Ziff-)- Kirjath- 
jearim (Kirjath-jerahmeel) was near Beth-shemesh (Beth- 
cusham); see on 1 S. vii. 1. (2) Also in Jer. xli. 18 (see 

note), we can detect, underneath ‘ Geruth-chimham which is 
by Beth-lehem,’ 1 Gidroth-jerahmeel which is by Beth-jerah- 
meel.’ Both these places were in the Negeb on the road to 
Misrim. Lastly, in Judg. v. 19 (see note) we find a torrent- 
stream called 1 the waters of rDO ’; now nia, like pile (see 
on 1 K. xiv. 2), probably comes from ^NOnT. It is most 
plausible to identify the torrent of pmp with the ‘ waters of 
mo.’ If so, we must of course distinguish this stream from 
that called Jerahmeel (see on xvii. 22). 
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xxiii. 13, on Zeph. i. 11 (mroon), and on Neh. xiii. 1 5 ; also 
E . Bib., * Destruction, Mount of/ 

< David’s friend.’ Rather (in spite of xvi. 17) ‘ David’s 
courtier.’ Cp. ruhi, ‘officer,’ in Am. Tab. 181, J. Cp. on 

1 K. i. 8. 

‘ Hushai ’ = * Cushi,’ which (govern) may perhaps 
intend. The Archites. were probably a clan of the 

Negeb ; their chief seat was at Ataroth, i.e. perhaps Ephrath 
(see on Josh. xvi. 2). According to @, two of David’s heroes 
were Archites (2 S. xxiii. 11, 35), which would confirm the 
Negeb connection. Cp. also on ‘ Erech,’ Gen. x. 10. 

CHAP. xvi. 5. ‘Bahurim.’ See on iii. 15 f .—14. Dvrs 
has puzzled all critics (cp. Judg. viii. 4)) but Etp 0)931 has 
been left unquestioned. Yet we can hardly deny that 
in the Psalter sometimes covers over SnsdOT; cp. also ]Dt2T, 
a son of Shashak (from Kish = Cush), HTD!, a son of Ishmael, 
D^DDa, in Ezra ii. 50. DO), too, may be a fragment of 
(as Isa. Iii. 11, etc.). Read ns, ‘Arab of the 

Ishmaelites ’; the name is that of a city (see on Dt. ii. 36, 

2 S. xxiv. 5). The m of <g L in xv. 23, etc. (see note) 
doubtless=^NSOlB 1 , the full phrase may have been mo ns 
'dot. This explanation gives the key to ffOTTi D'S'S, Judg. 
viii. 4 (see note). 

Chap. xvii. n. ‘As the sand,’ etc. An inopportune 
hyperbole ! But, in accordance with parallels, SiriD (cp. Sin, 
Dt. xxxiii. 19), DVT Ss, and nS (cp. Snu, Hos. x. 14) probably 
come from ^nom\ Here, as elsewhere, the editor seems to 
have constructed a clause out of a group of scribal errors. 
Considering the accumulating evidence that the chief object 
of the Israelites in the regal period was to secure their hold 
on the Negeb, we can hardly doubt that ‘ Jerahmeel ’ is a 
gloss on ‘ Israel,’ or perhaps rather on ‘ Ishmael ’ (reading 
'dot for Stir). Cp. on iii. 5, xiv. 13, 1 S. xviii. 6, Judg. 
xx. 2, and for ‘from Dan,’ etc., on iii. 10, 15, xxiv. 2, 1 S. 
iii. 20. 

xvii. 17. Sjvpy. Cp. ‘ Rogelim,’ v. 27. The original 
name was En-jerahmeel (‘ En-gilead ’ is less probable). Since 
the original form of ‘ Jerusalem ’ was probably 'Ir-ishmael or 
' Ir-jerahmeel (see on v. 6), it would not be surprising if there 
were one En-rogel near Jerusalem and another near Kirjath- 
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jearim. This affects 1 K. i., but it is a grave question 
whether in 1 K. i. the original narrative did not mean 
* Ishmael/ i.e. Beth- or Kirjath-jerahmeel, rather than * Jeru¬ 
salem/ See on 1 K. i. 9. And a close inspection of Josh, 
xv. 7 favours the view that the true En-rogel was in the 
Negeb (see note). 

xvii. 19. nhoin; cp. 2 S. xxvii. 22 rwnn. No 
amount of learning avails to save these readings. See E. 
Bib col. 3202, notes 2 and 4. Read here nVTD*), * cushions/ 
A pretence of preparation for a family meal. 

xvii. 20. The critics naturally despair over 

^D. It is, however, one of the current corruptions of 
SworrT (cp. on 4 Michal/ 1 S. xiv. 49). D^DH (as v. 21) is a 
gloss on by® (cp. Gen. vi. 17 ?). 

xvii. 22, 24, 26. David, and after him Absalom, crosses 
a stream called by the redactor JTTTT, but by the original 
narrator buDim (as elsewhere). David rests at Mahanaim, 
which is not far from Beth-gilead (Lodebar ; see on vv . 27 ff. 
and on ii. 8 /, 29); Israel under Absalom in Arab-ishmael, 
or, more precisely, in the land of Gilead (see on v . 26). 
Close by was the "UP (see on xviii. 6). 

xvii. 25. Ntops; or perhaps ''NiDDS (@ afieaaaec some¬ 
times), probably from In x Chr. ii. 17 his father is 

‘Jether the Ishmaelite/ which seems correct. (But cp. E . 
Bib., ‘Jether/ § 3.)—What follows is very puzzling. If 
Abigail, like Zeruiah, was David’s sister, her father ought to 
have been, not Nahash, but Jesse. The truth perhaps is 
that Joab was not really the grandson of Jesse, but of a 
Misrite named Achish. mm (cp. on I S. xi. 1) seems to 
be miswritten for am** or mTDN. mnw may represent mTFN, 
a correction of mm ; mu may come from 'nan (cp. rrans, 
the name of Jeroboam’s mother, as explained in E. Bib ., col. 
2404, note 2). If so, Abigail is described as 4 the daughter 
of Ahish (= Ashhur ?), a Misrite/ (The final n in man 
would be simply formative.) 4 Joab’s mother’ is an incorrect 
gloss. See E . Bib., 4 Zeruiah/ 

xvii. 26. Klost. and Budde (?) would omit D'&miNI, but 
wrongly. It is a corruption 1^3, 4 in Ishmaelite 

Arabia/ David had lodged there (see on xvi. 14). 4 In the 

land of Gilead ’ is a gloss or variant. 
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xvii. 27 ff. Budde’s supposition that Nahash the ex- 
king of ‘ Ammon ’ is here referred to as a private individual 
because he was now simply David’s viceroy, is plainly an 
improbable makeshift. S. A. Cook’s ingenious supposition 
(adopted by Stenning in Hastings, DB ) that we should read 
'in tuna has against it, apart from the chronological 

inferences which it involves, the absence of ibon before mm, 
nor can we safely get rid of ■am, which is, according to rule, 
a fragment of nan -1 = SnsdB>\ There is also difficulty in 
‘ Machir, ben Ammiel, of Lo-debar.’ In ix. 4 this person is 
referred to again, but we have found reason there to attribute 
the mention of him to the editorial working-up of a corrupt 
text. And who is this mysterious Barzillai ? We hear of 
him again in xix. 31 ff., but we shall there find reason to 
doubt the accuracy of the present text. We have next to 
remark upon the singular parallelism between xix. 33 and 
ix. jb. This suggests that according to one form of the 
tradition it was neither Ziba (xvi. 1-4) nor Barzillai who 
brought provisions to David but Mephibosheth. It is indeed 
quite conceivable, and in accordance with similar phenomena 
elsewhere, that an admirer of David would not have his hero 
accused of having ill-treated the son of his friend Jonathan, 
and provided a more satisfactory form of narrative. Of 
course, we can have no documentary proof of this, but a 
plausible reconstruction of the text of xvii. 27 can be offered 
on this assumption. The task before us is to undo the work 
of a harmonising redactor, who having already admitted the 
narrative of Ziba’s contribution to the provisioning of David’s 
army, could not also recognise that Mephibosheth had given 
to David a similar proof of loyalty. For ©TO'p "OB) read 
jrovp ^NiOBF (see on iv. 4, where the true name of Jonathan’s 
son is shown to have been Ishmael or Jerahmeel). For 
posr'an J-Q-IO read t ?NDrrP rva For todi read ^onr 
(correction). For ‘jtrorp read, again, 'rrv rra For 
-q“T read mao (see on Am. vi. 1 3). For ’’Srm read 

rva (for cp. ^irN = '’DBr), a synonym for 'nr ITO. 

For D"6 :t>e> < 3 1 ', in its original form (ie. omitting the inter¬ 
polated fjveyicav), represents D'OjTiD (0 ite patcafieiv). B, A, 
and L (as we have them) agree in giving fjveyicav, which corre¬ 
sponds to Dplpo. This Hebrew reading is in fact correct, 
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except that we should read the sing. IHpD. And D^no 
also may cover over a correct reading, viz. either 
(see E . Bib., ‘ Gallim ’) or (cp. * Rogel ’). These 

restorations, put together, produce this result, ]DDV p 

rrao Wdbf mo ‘tsSi rrao] rrao n^arr 

^■npo = «and Ishmael, son of Jonathan, the Gileadite, of 
Beth-jerahmeel, presented . . / Cp. E. Bib., * Rogelim/ and 
‘ Saul,’ § 4. 

* Mephibosheth, then, or rather Ishmael (I-bosheth), was 
known at this time as ‘ the Gileadite/ He was a man of 
wealth, and proved his loyalty to David by bringing supplies 
for the army. 

Chap, xviii. 5. Read, with Klost., b (see ©) ; cp. 
totb from ^Norm in Isa. viii. 6 (see note). 

xviii. 6. *m The phrase ‘ might naturally be 

expected to mean the great forest covering the highlands 
of central Palestine in which the tribe of Ephraim settled 
(Josh. xvii. 15-18). But all the circumstances are in favour 
of supposing the battle to have been fought on the eastern 
side of Jordan. . . . These considerations make it all but 
certain that “ the wood of Ephraim ” was some part of the 
great forests of Gilead 9 (Kirkpatr. ad loci). G. A. Smith is 
more positive. * Ephraim gave its name, not only to the 
western mountains, but to a “ wood ” or “ jungle ” on the 
eastern side* {Hist, Geogr, 335; for arguments, see ib., 
note 2). It should be clear, however, by this time that 
there was a southern Gilead and a southern Ephraim (cp. 
on ii. 9), and we know that Samuel of ‘ Mount Ephraim 9 
(1 S. i. r)— i.e. of the southern Mt. Ephraim—was often 
seen at Gilgal or Gilead (see on vii. 16). In Judg. xii. 14 
(revised text) ‘ Gilead * is represented as * in the midst of 
Aram or Ishmael/ See on Josh. vii. 15-18. The reading 
f Mahanaim * for * Ephraim * (@ L , Klost.) is surely a guess. 

The story of the destructive and of Absalom’s 
getting his head caught in a terebinth is very improbable, 
even after Budde’s ingenious explanations. Nor will Budde 
himself deny the patent improbabilities. It would seem 
that the original story was very short, and that the editor 
made up for this by the free use of his imagination. He 
did not, however, invent without a basis. Just as the thirty 
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ass-colts of Jair's sons have a textual basis (see on Judg. 
x. 4), so the forest or jungle or field of rocks (Budde), and 
one or two phrases in the Absalom-story before us seem to 
have a textual basis. 12T, again and again elsewhere (eg* 

1 S. xxii. 5), is a corrupt fragment of Jerahmeel; the re¬ 

sulting phrase (v. 6), ‘in Jerahmeel-ephraim' corresponds to 
that in v. 18, 22 ‘in Maacath-ephraim.' Similarly nnn 
rr^mn n^rr may represent nibi f?NonT bwo®'' roso, 
where two district-names, viz. Maacath-ishmael (variant, 
-jerahmeel) and Gilead are combined. Probably, too, the 
words ^iSn, which contain the essence of the strange 

story of Absalom, may come from fpNDn mSi, i.e. 'v>bl 
fworiT, ‘Gilead-jerahmeel/ Less plausibly Winckler 
(AOF (9) i. 51) accounts for the ‘hanging* of Absalom by 
this hero's supposed connection with the myth of Orion. 

xviii. 17. ura. See next note.—18. See Klostermann 
and Budde. I do not agree with Budde that Xafieiv (a 
corruption of SafteiS) corresponds to YTQ, nor do I see that 
either Klost. or Budde has explained the npb of 

MT. These critics also seem to me to be in error in 
locating the 'i^DrrpDS near Jerusalem. The latter phrase 
(see on Gen. xiv. 17) is a corruption of ^NDnv ro$D ; so 
also -nri in v. 17 and m (not, as Kr., VTQ) in v. 18 
represent ^NOrmi; and npf? D^tDlN'l comes from ym, 
[^NDnT 1 ] (cp. on xvii. 26). Klost. and Budde seem 

quite right in considering David to be the subject of the 
verb; all that they have left unnoticed is the Negeb 
geography. In putting forward my own result (which 
owes so much to these two critics), let me first of all put 
aside the two glosses on, or variants to, the original phrase 
stating the locality of the monument. These glosses or 
variants came in from the margin, and are ^Nonri (in, 
v. 17 ; vra, v. 18), and ^nr m (npS oitaim, v. 18). 
The text itself of v. 18 should be, mSDTiN *m iS 33 v l 
3 db> ram 33:3*31 p pH idn ->3 'nr rosoi. 

xviii. 2i. ‘The Cushite.’ The N. Arabian Cush.— 

2 3 - l? 3 rr. Apparently the short for ^HDrrr 333 (see on 

Gen. xiii. io). It was probably either coincident with, 
or formed part of, ^NOrrr D3»D, Maacath-jerahmeel (see 
on Dt. xxxiv. 3). 333 is evidently a corruption of 
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^NDTIT, but an early one, which obtained an independent 
existence. 

Chap. xix. 18 f Cp. E. Bib ., ‘Food/—21. Nowhere 
else is Benjamin reckoned to ‘Joseph/ For *|Dp read 
(see on Am. vi. 6). 4 Ishmael * = 4 Jerahmeel/ i.e. 

the Israelites in the Negeb. 

31^. The story of Barzillai’s last colloquy with David 
possesses great beauty, even if it be due to the imagination 
of the writer, and even if it be based on misunderstandings 
of the text both of xvii. 27 and of a document which lay 
before him and which related to 4 Mephibosheth/ On 
xvii. 27 I have made some suggestions (see note); it is 
now possible to clear up two further points, viz. (1) the 
reason why in xix. 32 ff. 4 Barzillai* is represented as a 
very aged man, and (2) why 4 Chimham * is brought into 
the story. As to (1), to© D^D©, as in Judg. iii. 30 (see 
note), comes from f?N$D©\ Probably ^.32 has been ex¬ 
panded out of an explanatory marginal gloss on 'fjpil, viz. 
7 NDnv ton ^nm, 4 Barzillai (was) an Ishmaelite, 

i.e. a Jerahmeelite/ W>D, as in 1 K. xviii. 4, covers over 
^NDIlT. ini’ 1 ©! is also mysterious. It is not to be altered 
into ini©!, and probably covers over mi. Origin¬ 
ally this 'ar mi was a gloss on (v. 32), which, as 

we have seen (on xvii. 27), probably represents mkl mi = 
Vrv mi. Another gloss on the same word exists in two 
forms in the text of v. 32 ; these are pTrr = ^NonT (mi 
has fallen out) and pvi (altered by Klost. and Budde into 
1nt3l) ='rrr mi. (2) dhdd (or DmeD, Jer.), who is to 
go over the river instead of 4 Barzillai/ owes his name, not 
to his weak sight (Nestle), but to his N. Arabian ancestry; 
DHDD comes from jdti (cp. Jos. a^/ww/os), i.e. *?NDm\ The 
name may be derived from a lost narrative of Mephi- 
bosheth’s second interview with David, at which the king 
offered him a fixed position and income ( v . 34; cp. ix. yb, 
which may be misplaced ; cp. E . Bib., col. 3024). 

Chap. xx. i. For bsrbl am read Skditp ; cp. on 
1 S. x. 27. This is supported by the addition in © L , aptjp 
apaxei = UN ttTN. is probably an early modification of 

^Nonv. 

xx. 2. pT'n-JD. Read, not [cr]iSD (Winckler; 
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GI i. 174; KAT (3) 148; and Cook, 166, note 47), but 
btforrp'p, i.e. from the southern to the northern capital. 

xx. 3. nvrr n 'nqh# ]no is. We should expect 
Inb Dt' TD. But even this is not required after DmbhO 
Ml and the style of the narrative is so energetic that 
the writer cannot afford superfluous words to the ten 
concubines. So much is clear—the two parts of the 
above quoted passage represent the same original, and 
that original is a gloss. Can we doubt what or repre¬ 
sents ? Surely O'h '19 (cp. obis), while jn (the initial d is 
dittographed) represents m The whole becomes rYi^pljT*. 
If David had two residences, one at Jerusalem, and another 
at Beth- or Kirjath-jerahmeel, it was not superfluous to 
remark that the ten concubines were Jerahmeelites (cbonT, 
here as elsewhere [see on xv. 11], represents b^sottF). It is 
hardly necessary to remark that pbw is one of the current 
distortions of bwonT (see on I K. vii. 14, xi. 26, xvii. 
9 /)> and that nvn may obviously be a fragment of 
nr^Monr. 

xx. 8. Gibeon was certainly in the Negeb, and perhaps 
in the Negeb of Judah. Otherwise Budde. 

xx. 14 / 4 Abel-beth-maacah/ 1 Abel ’ from * [Jerah]- 

meel/ but the origin was no doubt early forgotten. Cp. on 
I K. xv. 20, 2 K. xv. 29. In 2 Chr. xvi. 4, Abel-maim, 
where 1 maim 1 (cp. on 2 S. xii. 27) represents ‘Jerahmeel/ 
The mysterious bni IDsm ( v . 15) is best explained as a 
corruption of San rose, i.e. 'd bin (Jerahmeel-maacath) ; 
T$n precedes. 

xx. 18 / Two weighty corrections are suggested by 
viz. fjrri for and ^iDnn (which prefix to v. 19) for 
For the rest experience of the habits of the scribes 
must guide us. The second nowb should be bh*DnT[l]; cp. 
on Jer. ii. 34 (iii. 1). Thus the wise woman's speech 
becomes, 4 Formerly men used to say in Jerahmeel (i.e. in 
the Negeb), Let them ask (counsel) in Abel and in Dan.' 
'‘obtD (cp. E . Bib., ‘ Shelumiel') certainly comes from 
bhntZT is a doubtful variant; "ODN is dissimilated 
from Thus we get, 4 Are the trustworthy ones of 

Ishmael (or, Israel) come to an end that (supply *0) thou 
seekest, etc/ The moral wisdom of Jerahmeel was con- 
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centrated in ‘ Abel ’ and in Dan. Has this ceased to be 
the case, that Joab indulges such destructive tendencies? 

xx. 24 f. qttn (so i K. xii. 18) and are incomplete 
names. See on 1 K. iv. 6 and 3. 

xx. 26. The text is corrupt, but can be corrected with 
some precision. Unfortunately some illusions of critical 
predecessors have to be dissipated. I begin by giving the 
text of the three parallel passages, 1 S. viii. 1 8b, xx. 26, 
and 1 Chr. xviii. 17— 


: vn D'Diiii Tn 

: ]nb rrn tor? ori 

: T^> DptoNin tyj 

That the sons of David (unnamed) should be called 
priests, as well as Zadok and Abiathar, remains highly 
improbable, even after all the clever arguments of the critics 
have been heard. In 1 K. iv. 5 (on the text, see note) jrrb 
is followed by the gloss njn, i.e. high officer. We must not, 
however, infer from this that jnD is susceptible of the 
meaning ‘high officer,’ for experience in textual criticism 
assures us that jro can be a corruption of pb. Now in 
Isa. xxii. 15 we meet with a governor of the palace who 
was also known as pb. That a governor of the palace was 
not the only pD, is obvious. It is plausible, therefore, to 
hold that sons of David belonged to the class of sokHnim, 
but not that they were regarded as ‘ priests.’ But is *rn 
right? The second of the three passages puts ‘Ira the 
Jairite’ in the place of ‘the sons of David.’ Klost. and 
Budde suppose that in the original writing both Ira and the 
sons of David were mentioned as among David’s priests. 
But this is to miss the mark completely. “pVT ’31 must be 
miswritten for TN' p. We may suppose that ntw felj out 
owing to its resemblance to tn\ Thus, working upon the 
first and second forms of text, we get this result— 
TrrS im> rprr [or •'TNVT] w P NTs DXi ; M, of course, refers 
to the whole clause (as ii. 7). A study of the third will, 
however, carry us a step farther. mbNin is not merely 
an uncomprehending paraphrase of D’arrb; it is based on an 
ill-written d^Md vn. I^orr T'b is also corrupt. The case 
is exactly parallel to that of Neh. xi. 24 (see note), where 
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"nb comes from We should therefore 

read in I Chr. xviii. 17, ^onr^ pD mn TWJin, and to 
the restored text of the original writing we should attach as 
the closing words ^NDITV^. David had now two capitals 
and an expanded and expanding empire. It was necessary 
for him to have a viceroy in the Negeb, and that viceroy 
was himself a Jerahmeelite is an early mutilation of 

'nr). 

Chap. xxi. 1. The famine, like the pestilence after¬ 
wards (xxiv. 15), is in the Negeb (cp. on Gen. xii. 10, 
Ruth i, i\ It is caused by Saul’s slaughter of the 
Gibeonites. Thenius (with whom his successors agree) 
remarks that this slaughter ‘ is nowhere to be found re¬ 
corded.’ Yet the fact is narrated and explained in 1 S. 
xxii. 6-19; * Nob’ (see E . Bib., c Nob’) is a corruption of 
‘ Gibeon.’ It is true, the narrative is somewhat unjust to 
Saul. It was not altogether in passion that the king acted. 
The fact that Gibeonite priests aided and abetted David was 
probably the reason why Saul thought it necessary to make 
an example of the whole population of Gibeon (see E . Bib., 
4 Gibeon ’). 

xxi. 2. ’HbNn. 4 A comprehensive name for the early 
inhabitants of Canaan ’ (H. P. Smith). Rather, read 
; see on Gen. xv. 16.—rmm 4 has here just as much 
worth as in I S. xv. 4,’ says Wellh., who deletes iTTim and 
what belongs to it in that passage. But the step is doubtful. 
In both passages it is possible that rmrr may be correct. 
The b’ne Israel and the b’ne Judah were, as the traditional 
narratives rightly or wrongly give us to understand, in 
alliance in the time of Saul. 

xxi. 6. rnrr TTO man. Recent critics, after 

Wellh., read mm nm pson, and refer to v . 9. © agrees 

so far as ‘ Gibeon ’ is concerned, but in other respects reads 
as MT. Both @ and the moderns, however, appear to be 
mistaken. There was an important sanctuary at a place called 
Gibeath-jerahmeel or Gibeath-ishmael where human sacrifices 
were offered (see on Gen. xxii. I, Jer. ii. 34, iii. 24). It is 
very possible that this was sometimes called Gibeon (see on 
1 K. iii. 4), but that the true Gibeon, 4 the city of the priests * 
(1 S. xxii. 19), was separate, though probably not very 
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distant, from Gibeath-jerahmeel. At any rate, the extant 
evidence (apart from 1 K. iii. 4) suggests that the great 
sanctuary was at Gib zah and not at Gib eon. And when 
we inspect the closing words of v. 6 we see that m-m must 
be the right reading. For mrr YTO is by no means a 
probable corruption of mm ini; on the other hand Tni 
and mm are both possible corruptions of ^NonT (for the 
former see Isa. xxvi. 1, Job xxvi. 13, and perhaps Isa. 
xliii. 14, where mi = 'nr). SlN®, too, can easily have 
come, and in the present case must have come, from SnsdCT 
(a synonym of 'rrr). Read, therefore [Sndht] t ?NSD©’ 1 mill. 

xxi. 8. ■’lOIN. From ^nom’’; the final b in such names 
often becomes }. Or from tti'In (as E. Bib.,' Saul,’ § 6). 

xxi. 9. ‘ The mountain’; cp. * one of the mountains ’ 

(Gen. xxii. 2).—For iSsm read siWi. ’ So Klost. E. Bib., 
col. 1959. 

xxi. 14. 1&3. Probably the same place as or 

(modifications of VlHtD or ^nsd® - 1 ). From 1 S. xxv. 44 it 
appears that Laish was either identical with, or at least near, 
Gallim, i.e. Beth-gilgal or Beth-jerahmeel, which was the 
centre of Saul’s clan. If Beth-jerahmeel is the same as 
Gibeath-jerahmeel, Budde’s remark that it is strange that 
the family-grave of Kish is not in Gibeah loses its force. 
Cp. also Josh, xviii. 28, where Zela appears in close 
proximity to Xir mil (so read for mil D^tmv). As to 
* Zela,’ see further on 1 S. xxvii. 6, Josh, lx., and cp. E. Bib., 
‘Zela.’ 

xxi. 15 f. One of the most baffling passages, as long 
as new methods remain untried. In E. Bib., ‘ Ishbibenob,’ 
the only step in advance is the suggestion that 11 (cp. 
w. 18 fi) as Wellh., Kittel, and Budde read for 11, should 
perhaps be [m]irr[*i] ; cp. ni (y. 20) which (cp. E. Bib., 
col. 4028 foot) probably comes from rnirn. Looking at 
the whole passage without regard to recent criticism, and 
using the newer methods, it is plain that liar' ( v . 16) 
represents Viler, i.e. Snsoct ; so also Kr., 'aur> (cp. Isa. x. 13). 
Ishmael, however, is not the name of the giant referred to, 
but a part of the name of the battle-field. It will be noticed 
that v. 15 in MT. and © differs from vv. 18-20 in that the 
scene of the contest is not mentioned. Underlying the 



xxi. 15 


SECOND SAMUEL 


299 


text, however, we can discern the missing name. It is 
represented by :m 'DOT* (misplaced) and narrn TUfT. The 
latter phrase is introduced by Him; it is a gloss, and 
should run, ‘That is (wm), Rehob-ashhur (li^ttfi*)/ TttJI 
comes from min, which is presumably an error for mm 
( = mmm); nann, like norm (Judg. iv. 2, etc.), nahn 
(Ezra ii. 52, Neh. vii. 54), Din (Judg. i. 34, viii. 13), comes 
from mm&N, the name of a district or districts in N. Arabia. 
The former phrase is only less transparent because mn 
(i.e. in) has been wrongly placed after mm*' or HD\ The 
battle referred to in vv . 1 5 ff, took place fpNSD&T* mmi, for 
which in the margin there was a gloss, ‘that is, Rehob- 
ashhur *; Ishmael, then, was synonymous, not only with 
‘ Jerahmeel,’ but with ‘ Ashhur/ It should be added, how¬ 
ever, that idn (which Klost. alters into BTn) is, equally with 
rrunn, a corruption of intDN (through idi*). The next 
problem to solve is that of Tn *)*1. Wellh/s note here is 
good ; ‘ in mi *p>1 there lurks the name of the Philistine, 
and perhaps, too, a verb such as Dpi, to which IDNI might 
attach itself/ Dpi, however, is not quite near enough to 
fpl; it is nearer to @’s *|f?i (eVopeu^). The analogy of 
*pni ( v . 21 cp. 1 S. xvii. 1 o, etc.) suggests the synonymous 
word asVl, out of which (g’s if?i and MT/s *p1 (a corrup¬ 
tion of jq> 1 ?) may have developed. The name of the 
Philistine appears to have suffered through the similarity 
of its opening letters to the middle and closing letters of 
IpSl. It was probably and the final letter 1 was prob¬ 
ably taken to be an abbreviation of mi. This is confirmed by 
^rbn (MT.), which is preceded by a warning Pasek, and is 
not to be ‘ corrected* into 'mfro (cp. 1 Chr. xx. 4), but most 
probably represents On the * unusual mV 19 (Driver) 

see, further, note on Num. xiii. 22, 28, Josh. xv. 14. 
Then follow 1 glosses (in MT. note the non-existent pp, 
rendered ‘spear, lance*) ^HDrrP 'dot ttp 'em (see 

on 1 S. xvii. 4£-7, whence, too, comes the inserted riDm). 

1 Winckler’s theory (A OF i. 51) that nwD is to be omitted, and 
that the three talents which the spear (?) weighs have a mythological 
connection, also that in u'p there is an allusion to the tribe pp in the 
Negeb—the land of Caleb and Orion (GI ii. 189, 285) is not well 
founded. 
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The original passage ran, ‘And there was again ... in 
Rehob-ishmael (-ashhur), and Gilead the Rephaite mocked, 
and threatened to slay David.* 

xxi. 18. 3. Read n'Dmi There is a ‘ confusion * 

of readings, says H. P. Sm., but this is a mistake. In 
i Chr. xx. 4 nm. There was a southern ‘ Gezer * (see on 
i K. xx. 4); the name is evidently a corruption of or 

intDN. The place meant is Rehoboth-ashhur (see above).— 
•01D. Cp. VTODD (1 Chr. xxvi. 7), of the family of Obed- 
edom ( = t Arab-edom or -aram) ; E. Bib ., 4361. ‘ Husha- 

thite/ from Hushah (1 Chr. iv. 4) = Cushah. fjp; 1 Chr. 

xx. 4, ■>sp. Klost. 73 DN; @ L tou9 i 7 rt<rvv 7 )yfi€vov<z. Cp. 

‘ Asaph.* Rather from '■nrjx In 1 S. xvii. 4 Gilead 
(Goliath !) is very probably called ■'DDIS. The ‘ Philistine * 
slain by ‘ Sibbecai * appears to have been known as ‘ Gilead 
the Rephaite * (rTDirr ; emend as above), nmN, which 
precedes the name, comes from intDN, the second part of 
the name of the place of battle (Rehob-ashhur). 

xxi. 19. D'OIN 'njr p. The received critical view (see 
Wellh., H. P. Sm., etc.) is that should be w or 
(Chr.), and that '-jn has crept in from the line below. Cp. 
E . Bib.y * Elhanan.* This, however, is an error. The line 
below ‘ crept in * from I S. xvii. 7, but D'OTIN, or some similar 

form, was already in existence. Both in 1 S. l.c . and here 

( = DTTP, Jer. ix. 1) represents DHT, i.e. ; this 

was a gloss on TJP (cp. on tn", Num. xxxii. 41, Judg. x. 3). 
Budde hesitates between TJP and Klostermann*s 'HTT (cp. 
xxiii. 24). <J| L here gives vlo$ taSSejp, and this, Budde 
thinks, ‘approaches the VTVT of MT. in xxiii. 24.* Most 
probably, however, rrn or (see @) HH has come from w; 
an old Hebrew 7 and $ might easily be confounded. But 
we must not jump to the conclusion that Elhanan was 
traditionally represented as the son of Jair. In 1 S. xvii. 7, 
Snoftt p (underlying d^JTin tod) is probably an intrusive 
gloss on HTN (underlying D^l BTn). The probability 

is that here, too, it is the ‘ Philistine * warrior who is called 
'rrr p; the father of Elhanan is probably Ahihur = 
Ahiashhur (see on xxiii. 9). Note that in of our 
passage v/09 tahheiv is followed by vlov rov = 'rrr p. 
This is to be preferred to the reading mi. The 
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passage now becomes, ‘ and Elhanan slew Gilead the 
Rehobothite [son of Jerahmeel]/ Cp. on 1 S. xvii. 4, 7. 
We have yet to speak of the second part of 1 Chr. xx. 5, 
the text of which, if correct, speaks badly for the Chronicler's 
capacities. But from our point of view the text is certainly 
not correct, (not 'bn rta) comes from which 

is a correct gloss on w or tw»; is redactional. Nor 
did the text originally say that the 1 Philistine * slain by 
Elhanan was ‘ the brother of Goliath '; tfn, as often, repre¬ 
sents a fragment of In fact, the text agrees with 

2 S.; the absence of p before bworiT being unimportant 

xxi. 20. ‘A change of place' (Budde). See, 

however, on vv. 15 f —prD ; but Kr. p7D ; © paScov. 
‘ Midian' is unsuitable, but ]Vtd (pID) in Josh. xi. 1 is a 
corruption of f?NDm\ 1 Chr. xx. 6 has rnrp ; mo (mo) 
too, like rmo in Num. xiii. 32 (see note), and like iTTD in 
Isa. lxv. 14, comes from that ethnic. © L , however, has 
i/e paafj??, which points to a misunderstood ; cp. 
xxiii. 21, where (in the true text) ©'n and bwDrrP ©'N 
stand side by side. What follows is corrupt but not in¬ 
curable. snSN, as in Isa. lviii. 9 (see Addenda), comes 
from (cp. pJOS); from ©© from 

and so on. We have here in fact a list of the names 
of districts or peoples which in MT. and in © have been 
applied to ‘Goliath/ They are— bwavn, fwonT, T)©N, 
}-n>, nDU The manipulating skill of the redactor is 
obvious. 

Chap, xxiii. 1-7. Budde justly remarks on the pro¬ 
verbial character of this poem, and indicates Prov. xxx. and 
xxxi. 1 -9 as specially parallel, alike in form and in contents. 
The procemium, too, recalls the sayings of Balaam, Num. 
xxiv. 3 15 ff* He fails, however, to draw the natural 

inference. Much keener textual criticism is required. In 
V . 1 D'D-inurr presumably comes from ; cp. jnrtN, 

Isa. viii. 23, and dttin, Jer. ix. I. This is confirmed by the 
attribution of poems to Jerahmeelites in the true text of 
Num. xxi. 27 (read D^SD©*' for D'f?©o), and of Prov. 
xxx. I, xxxi. 1. The application of the poem to David 
must have been an idea of the last redactor, who, doubtless, 
had a bad copy. Not improbably v. I should run thus— 
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f?NDnT Tl} DW 1^3 DM D^«DnT !TT) ^TT 

: wsdbp -gth dm [fwonT dbtd] 

With Dpn cp. on bz nb } Hos. vii. 16 ; bt* moN, Num. 
xxiv. 4. For cp. Prov. xxv. 7 ; for TD1, Prov. xxx. 1 
(read , nw'* Tm), and perhaps Num. xxiv. 3 ; and for ■on, 
Prov. xxxi. 14. rrmo (as in i. 21) comes from *|DD, a 
current distortion of Dtfe (see on Gen. x. 2). * nb N and 

yp 2P may both represent 7NDrrp (for npjp cp. Mai. iii. 6). The 
latest explanation of 'lar nV?Dt D'M is that of Nestle 
(Marginalien , 10), adopted in BDB, .r.z/. D^H. This, how¬ 
ever involves a use of the Arabic lexicon which transgresses 
the bounds of the possible, and is justly criticised by Konig, 
Stylistik , 284. It is a mere resource of despair, and only 
shows how certainly corrupt the MT is. 

xxiii. 2, 3a. 4 A second introductory stanza ’ (H. P. 

Sm.), not less illusory than the first. The case is slightly 
parallel to that of the proem to Ps. Ixxviii. (see PsP^) y 
and still more to that of Num. xxiv. 3 b y 4 (see note). Let 
us give all due credit to the redactor, and recognise that 
his work is of value as a piece of evidence for the religious 
ideas of his time (an interesting and important time), but 
let us not be debarred from applying to it a methodical and 
thorough criticism. The prolixity of the preface is un¬ 
deniable, and not less so is the poverty of the poem which 
follows in the traditional text. The reader is assured four 
times over that the singer is divinely inspired, and the 
singer’s only revelation is that a righteous ruler shall have 
a brilliant career. Now, in v. 2 there are four words (or 
rather groups of letters) which experience warns us to 
criticise when there are grounds for suspecting the text. 
These are mi and mm which may represent 
= ^Dn (cp. on 1 S. x. 11), and y\wb (see on Josh. xv. 2, 
Ps. cxl. 4), which may come from Similarly in v . 3 

and dtt^n may, as experience shows, come from 
fragments of bmm\ Possibilities of the second order are 
cn:n? ( Ai ni») for ; rns for mn; non* for ms; bt&aw' 

for Wi»\ Thus we get, in various forms of scribal error, 
1 Jerahmeel-arab/ 4 Ishmacl/ and * Zarephath 9 ; fresh indica¬ 
tions of the (fictitious) N. Arabian origin of this poem. The 
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wisdom of the N. Arabian populations was, in fact, pro¬ 
verbial (see on 1 K. v. 10 f). 

xxiii. 2 b-7. I leave the text of the poem, only pointing 
out traces of an original reference to the N. Arabians. 

(y. 3) from din? btraz (y. 5) from hvbx 

nnbl> and t *0 (v. 6), also thrs* (v. 7), from bnnn'V ? 

xxiii. 8-38. David's gibbdrlm, otherwise called salisim , 
which either means 4 Shalishites/ or is directly corrupted from* 
; naturally David found his bravest warriors in 
the Negeb. It is an error to suppose that the original text 
distinguished between a band or order of three and a band 
or order of thirty, though at a comparatively early date 
came to be interpreted as 4 thirty, 1 and the first three 
warriors were imagined to have formed a class by themselves. 
See on vv . 19, 23, 24a. 

xxiii. 8. ltp\ That part of this reading repre¬ 
sents nrarr or man, i.e. (cp. on 2 S. iv. 4), is clear; 

cp. (j§’s readings. In 1 Chr. xi. 11 the name is DiDttT, i.e. 

= Snsdot ; cp. and on the other hand DMT. 

It is simplest to suppose that snanr is the part which 
represents 'om, and that the final ro stands for to (so 
Marquart), the initial n of ■oconn (see next note) being 
dittographed. Cp. E. Bib ., 4 Jashobeam.’—-ODSnn. In 1 Chr. 
l.c. we find bn-ja; the same patronymic is also attached 
to Jehi’el in 1 Chr. xxvii. 32. (Sam.) gives 0 Xavavato 9, 
which Geiger adopts (but see Marq.). Like jdtin 
and DHDD, bn comes ultimately from ^NDnv, though the 
existence of an intermediate form may be granted. Possibly 
the required link is '‘Dtan Beth-hacc£rem comes, no 

doubt, from Beth-jerahmcel. Cp. E . Bib ., 4 Tahchemonite.’ 
For bbn read D^NDnT.—DSD3; Kr., nn«. But 
underneath the corrupt Kt. reading lies probably DnnnD. 
For this place-name see next note.—Read 
‘chief of the Shalishitcs * (see on vv. 8-38). 

xxiii. 9. , T ; n, or tltT, should probably be w (see on 

xxi. 19).—''nmri?; but Chr. TthNn. Instead of reading 
with Marq. •'pnWrTO ( E . Bib., 4 Ahohite *), read probably 
TITHM, Ahihur = Ahiashhur. It is this name, and not Jair 
(Dodai) which is the true name of Eleazar’s father, 4 Ben- 
jair/ = 4 Ben-jerahmecl/ belongs to 'Goliath* (Gilead), the 
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doughty antagonist of David. Cp. on xxi. 16, i S. 
xvii. 4. —DDim. Chr. has DM, le. '7 DDNl (1 S. 

xvii. 1), Marq. reads ppM; D^cnirt ppM would be 

nearer to Chron., and to MT. of 1 S. xvii. 1. The true 
solution is probably different Underneath DEnn, must one 
not see D* 7 Dn, the name of a place in Issachar (Josh, 
xix. 19)? ' See preceding note. The Issachar-names in 
Josh. xix. appear to be properly Negeb names. As the 
very name suggests, the * Issachar 9 region was originally 
regarded as Jerahmeelite. Issachar comes from Ashhur. 
See on Judg. v. 1 5. 

xxiii. 11. Read Shimeah, ben Ela, ’O'iNrT (as ©, cp. 
Marq., Fund\ 21), and on ‘Archite’ see on xv. 32. For 
rrn^ 1 Chr. xi. 13 gives nonW?. Both 'rh and 
are among the current corruptions of f?NDrm ; for the former 
see on Judg. xv. 9, 17, and for the latter on Hos. ii. 20. 
Klost/s preference for 'btb is, therefore, however plausible, 
unjustified. DD was transposed by the Chronicler or his 
redactor subsequently to the growth of the corrupt reading 
non^D^. ‘To Jerahmeel/ then, i.e. to the place corruptly 
called Adullam? 

xxiii. 13. Critics have been mightily puzzled by Dhn 
and T2p (see eg. Budde). But both and TSp (TOn 
is here the link) represent *nnt&N. Note the connection of 
Beth-lehem (= Beth-jerahmeel) with Hur {i.e. Ashhur, cp. 
v . 5) in 1 Chr. iv. 4. Render, ‘And three of the thirty 
went down, and came to Ashhur to David, to Jerahmeel' 
(on 'o see on 1 S. xxii. 1). On ,m \ pos, see on v. 18. 

xxiii. 14. Read (1 S. xxii. 4 /.) ? 

xxiii. 18. Read D'WDn Strictly, this is incon¬ 

sistent with v . 8; the traditions evidently come from different 
sources. — bbn. See on v. 8.—DD ifn. So Chr., 
but in the next verse Chr. inserts the enigmatical word D^HD, 
which Kittel points D'ptM ‘ as two/ and Benzinger alters into 

(1 v . 25), while Budde remarks that it is the germ of a 
distinction between the two as well as the three and the 
thirty gibbdrim . But textual criticism has yet to be applied. 
Now D'OD (cp. 2 K. x. 14, Ps. lx. 1), equally with ]DD (Isa. 
v. 1, x. 27), may represent (d for ^>). This suggests 

that comes from Snsdqti, and is a corrective gloss on 
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'tDl dbmVi (two corruptions of / D»' , l) which has intruded 
from the margin. Render, therefore, . . against 300 
Jerahmeelites in Ishmael.’ Cp. v. 8, where a similar descrip¬ 
tion closes with a statement of the locality. So a great 
difficulty (see Budde) is finally removed. (On D^iain, v. 22, 
see note ad loc.). 

xxiii. 19. The redactor’s comment on ntcbtDl Dffl 
(v. 18). ‘Truly he (Ian) was honoured among the thirty 
(as if D’fflbwTvp), and became their captain, but he did not 
reach the three.’ 

xxiii. 20. ‘ Benaiah ’ or ‘ Benaiahu ’ bears a Negeb’ 

name ; the occurrences (see E. Bib.,) of * Bani ’ and ‘ Binnui,’ 
when critically examined, place this beyond all doubt. So, 
too, Jehoiada (see on 2 K. xi. 4). Note the alternative 
statements, ‘son of Jehoiada,’ and ‘son of a man of Jerah- 
meel ’ (read f?NOTTV am p; see E. Bib., ‘ Ish-hai,’ and cp. 
trn p = 'nr % 2 Chr. rtvii. 7).—an, ‘ a doer of great 
deeds ’ (H. P. Sm.); ‘ of great possessions ’ (Budde). Plainly 
a Will o’ the wisp! Either D^SD, or D^>a$, or d-'dSn may 
represent [D‘ , ]^MD[rtT'] or 'Dffl -1 ; cp. on I S. v. 6, xvii. 5 - 
'e> n is an editorial expansion of a corrupt ’’^NDJlT, a doublet 
to'v »■>«. 

xxiii. 20 f. Benaiah’s exploit. Was it * two lion-like 
men of Moab ’ (AV.) that he slew, or the two sons of Ariel 
of Moab? And did he add to this the slaying of a lion 
under special circumstances and of an Egyptian ? Many 
and diverse have been the views of scholars (see E. Bib., 

‘ Snow ’). The key in our hands is the only one which will 
open the lock. There was a single exploit, but it has found 
a threefold record. We begin by noting that "Offi (from DMtD, 
on which see on v. 8) and represent and that 

m«n, and HN1D should, according to parallels, repre¬ 
sent Sncttt. 3 N 1 D, as so often, has supplanted YiSD, and 'ISO 
means ‘ a N. Arabian Musrite (Winckler, KA T < s > 14 T, E. Bib., 
col. 3164). As a near approximation to the truth read— 

nsm tv nih nxD ^Nonv Snsoof bvntin nan Min 
v^d nan win Wear dvi ms rosoi 'fworrv-nN 

: 'in fwonv am 

‘ He slew a man of Ishmael [Jerahmeel Missur]. He 
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went down and slew a Jerahmeelite in Arabian Maacath on 
the day (battle) of Ishmael. He slew a Misrite [a man of 
Jerahmeel],’ etc. A word on the text of i Chr. xi. 23, which 
Benzinger and Budde fail to comprehend, rno ufn is a 
corruption of non fiTN, i.e. Worm (cp. Isa. xlv. 14, Num. 
xiii. 32) ; noun »on comes from ViT DffiD. DTin yodd has 
the same origin as in 1 S. xvii. 7. 

xxiii. 22, 23a. Dunlin is wrong; it comes from D'UIn 
( cp. 1 S. xvii. 7), i.e. Worm, the usual gloss on WsDOT 
(restored ; see on v. 18).— V. 2 3 a is the redactor’s comment 
on rrtoWn in v. 22. Cp. on v. 19. 

xxiii. 23. lnsDffiD'W (Chr. *W)- Siegfr.-Sta., ' (David 
gave him admission) to the daily audience ’ (?). Budde and 
Kittel, ‘ over his bodyguard.’ But how does the latter sense 
arise? ‘Over his subject land’ (cp. Mesha’s Inscr. 1 . 28). 
But most probably we should read rosi? WvDQT'W. The 
Chronicler’s W and our narrator’s W both, together with fflD, 
contribute to make up Wsot&f'']. invo is a fragmentary 
rove. Cp. on 1 S. xxii. 14. From viii. 18, xx. 23 we 
learn that Benaiah was over the ‘ Cherethites and Pelethites.’ 
This valiant guard probably came from Rehoboth and 
Zarephath, and these places or districts belonged to Jerah- 
meel-maacath. The alternative is to read lmoffiErW ; eirl 
tt)v <j>v\aiet)v aiirov. But this is too vague. 

xxiii. 24a. ‘ among the Ishmaelites ’ (see on 

w. 8-38). In 1 Chr. xi. 26 D'Wtrr comes from OvNoriT, 
a gloss on [ojnaa. 

xxiii. 24^. See on xxi. 19.—25a. See on v. 11.—Np^W 
See E. Bib., ‘ Elika.’ From Worm—26. •'ta £ ?Sn pWt. But 
I Chr. xi. 27 'rboTl f>Sn; cp. ’OloSWn, I Chr. iv. 3, where 
' , 3 'id £ ? comes from Wool (cp. v. 4). The true reading of 
1 Chr. xi. 27 may be -WllDrr 'n, ‘ Heles (?) the Penuelite’; 
Penuel (see on 1 K. xii. 25) was in the Negeb. But ''£o t ?on 
is also quite a possible reading. Pelet or Peleth is a Negeb 
name (see E. Bib., s.vv .).—27. * Abiezer,’ see on Judg. vi. 11. 
‘ Anathoth’ in the Negeb (see on Jer. i. 1).—‘ Hushathite ’; 
xxi. 18.—2 8. ‘ Ahohite.’ Sec on v. 9.—■nno = DPIT, * Jarham.’ 
—‘ Netophathite ’ — Naphtuhite. Naphtoah was in the Negeb. 
—29. ‘ Benjamin,’ in the Negeb (Judg. xix. 14).—30. ‘ Pira- 
thonite.’ See on Judg. xii. 13.—30. nil. Rather -Yin (cp. 
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1 Chr. xl 32), i.e. Ashhuri. But cp. E. Bib ., 4 Hurai.' Ob¬ 
serve the connection between i Gaash' and 4 Timnath-heres 
[-ashhur] * in Josh. xxiv. 30. is probably from ^NDriT 

(cp. trim also from 'rrr, and see E. Bib ., 4 Nahaliel.’ If ©ja 
represents iniate, we get the compound name ‘Jerahmeel- 
ashhur/ which is both possible and (see onz;. 13) probable. 
—31. jrcfaraN, probably from (Chr.'s is a 

corrupt mutilation ; cp. on te, i S. ix. ij. In Josh. xxi. 18 
Anathoth and Almon are coupled (Anathoth was in the 
Negeb, v . 27); and in Num. xxxiii. 46 Almon (-riblatham ?) 
is placed near the mountains of the Arabians (see note). 
— ‘Arbathite’ = Beth-arabathite.— mens, probably from 
^NDrnmntlte; Cp. on 4 Hasar-maveth/ Gen. x. 26. Cp. on 
v . 30& 4 Bahurim/ whence 4 Azmaveth * came, was in the 

southern Benjamin (xix. 16 ; cp. on iii. 16).—32. 4 Eliahba/ 
cleverly modified from 4 Jerahmeel. J Chr.'s atari = omn 
(modified from Dm 3 ; Sam. }ttp).—34- ‘ Eliphelet * = ‘Paltiel/ 
iii. 15.—'QDmrp. Chr., non TiN‘p, from which Marquart 
(p. 22) deduces 4 a well-known heathen name’ *|rnN. But 
the true original must be •nnt&trp (cp. on 1 Chr. iv. 5 /.), 
VDSDirp is a variant. Or we might read '»TOVD-Tinttte“p. 
—35. ‘naD. Cp. yisd, a Negeb name (see E . Bib., 4 Nebo ’). 
Read either rxvan, 4 the Arabian/ or "‘man, * the Archite/— 
36. ; cp. bin, from 'vhi. — 4 Bani' (cp. on v. 20) was a 

Gadite of the Negeb.—37. pSs, or (see Marq.) xbx, may come 
from ^Naatir (see on 1 S. xxvii. 6). 4 Ammonite ’ may = 

4 Jerahmeelite ’ (x. 1).—ntp = jnT = —'■mm from 

'‘mm (see on iv. 2).—38. TY 3 . Cp. nnn, Dt. iii. 4 ; xn, 
Ezra ii. 20. 

Chap. xxiv. 1-9. The ordinary explanations of this 
passage need not be restated here; it is hoped that some 
new light can be thrown on this difficult narrative. So much 
is clear at once—(1) that the region spoken of is not the entire 
Israelitish empire, with 4 idealised ' limits (cp. Budde on v. 6), 
but the Negeb, and (2) that the numbers in v . 9 are ex- 
aggerated, owing to the mistaking of ill-written ethnics for 
numbers. For further illumination we must read in connec¬ 
tion (1) the account in 2 S. viii. of David's conquest in 
Aram, i.e. Jerahmeel, in one part of which (see v. 13, in the 
revised text) we hear of a corvte imposed by David on the 


308 


CRITIC A BIBLICA 


xxiv. i 


conquered Jerahmeelites, (2) 1 K. v. 27 (revised), in which 
Solomon in his turn is said to have renewed this corvee, and 
(3) 1 K. xi. 15 f (revised), in which Joab, as a sign of 
David’s victory, is said to have taken a census of the male 
Jerahmeelites, which took six months. Our result will be 
that the order given to Joab by the king related to a survey 
of the whole territory of the Negeb (cp. on Num. xxi. 14), 
and as a consequence of this a census of the male population, 
with a view to the imposition of a corvle. It may be con¬ 
venient to give here the translation of the revised text of 
these three passages. (1) ‘And David imposed a corvie on 
Ishmael after he had smitten the, Arammites in the valley 
of Jerahmeel.’ (2) ‘ And king Solomon raised labourers out 
of all Ishmael.’ (3) * So it befell that when David smote 
Aram, when Joab the general went up to take a census of 
the Jerahmeelites, and registered every male in Aram—for 
six months Joab and all Israel remained in Aram, until he 
had registered every male in Edom.’ Let us now seek to 
recover some of the earlier readings of the story in w. 1-9. 
It was only after the original narrative had sustained corrup¬ 
tion that it became possible for a later writer to represent 
David as having committed a sin against Yahwfc. Space is 
wanting to draw out here in detail the effect of the examina¬ 
tion of the text here instituted on the higher criticism. 

xxiv. 1. For Ww read Wow (as often), and omit 
rmrr-nN'i, inserted after a corruption had arisen in v. 9 (see 
below). Not in 1 Chr. xxi. 1. 

xxiv. 2. The verse may be due (or mainly due) to the 
‘ later writer ’ spoken of above. But it is equally possible 
that it may come from the original story, ■'ton© is 

not an impossible phrase; cp. Isa. xix. 13 (the ‘ tribes ’ of 
Misrim). Of course the Jerahmeelites had ‘ tribes.’ Note 
the twelve □•’323 ‘ over all Ishmael ’ (1 K. iv. 7 ; so read), 
corresponding to the twelve nifiM (cp. Gen. xxv. 16) of 
Ishmael. ‘ From Dan to Beer-sheba ’ (vv. 2, 15 ; 1 Chr. 
reverses the order) describes the extent of the Negeb; see 
on iii. 10.—3. Chr.’s reading, ‘ Are they not all my lord’s 
servants,’ is specially suitable if the Jerahmeelites were 
originally referred to. 

xxiv. 46. Read 'd©% and cp. on 1 K. xi. 15.—5-7. The 
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difficulties of this passage, which the Chronicler omits, are 
well known. The Mater writer* accommodated the names 
as well as he could to his erroneous representation of the 
census as extending to the whole of the land of Israel, but 
could not succeed entirely. The first proceeding of Joab 
and the captains (nto in v . 2 is wrong, see Budde) was to 
cross the stream called Jerahmeel, or by some corrupt form 
of that name (see on xvii. 22), and note that the starting- 
point on both occasions is, not Jerusalem, but Ishmael in 
the Negeb (see on vv. 8, 24). Then they ‘began* their 
census (read d ^>im, with Wellh., etc.; © L fipgavro airo) at 
Aroer, or rather 'Arab-jerahmeel. This place is referred to 
again in 2 S. xvii. 26, and of course in Dt. it. 36, Josh, 
xiii. 9, 16 (see notes). It was on the verge of the Jerahmeel 
(see Dt. and Josh.), and also in the region of Maacath-jerah- 
meel. So they came to Gilead (note in 2 S. xvii. 26, the 
combination of'Arab-jerahmeel and the land of Gilead) and 
to the land of the Rehobothites, also known as Ashhur, and 
from thence to Dan, and to En-ishmael, and, farther still, to 
a place called Missur, and in fact to all the cities of the 
Ashhurites and the Kenizzites. They closed their operations 
in the Negeb of Judah, the entrance to which seems to be 
placed at Beer-sheba. This implies the following text— 

'rrr tosdi -nm Tun jcn ^?m bwonr-rw ram 
prfptfi run ’mm [Yintm] crnim pa hw mxhyn mm 
rrnm mrfm mm nniarr mr vrby\ -mp mm 

: mw mm 

= in from Tin (as Judg. xii. 4). 'rrr 

from SmrT (cp. on Num. xxi. 15). in MT. probably 

comes from mxhxn, written too soon. If so, -itir* comes 
from p«. 'Bnn Dunlin has revived more than one tempting 
emendation (see E . Bib ., * Tahtim-hodshi *), but beyond all 
doubt 'n comes from D^rnm (since the Negeb is referred to), 
and 'n, like mn and nann, and like Twin in xxi. 16, from 
Yirrom. in MT. might of course come from -nr* or t$\ or 
again from ]TS (see on 1 K. xv. 20), but on account of mo, 
which is one of the current corruptions of 'dot, and requires 
something before it, it seems better to correct it into ps. For 
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"i!£-‘l2aD see on Josh. xix. 29. The other corrections are by 
this time familiar. 

xxiv. 8. The census took nine months and twenty 
days ; in 1 K. xi. 16 six months are allowed. The high 
officers return to David ‘at Jerusalem.’ But most probably 
for D^QTiT we should read (see on xv. 11). It would 

be natural that the report of the survey and census of the 
Negeb should be delivered to David in his more southern 
capital (Kirjath-jerahmeel ?), and there may actually be 
textual traces of this in v. 16 and in 1 Chr. xxi. 20, 2 Chr. 
iii. 1 (see on v. 25). 

xxiv. 9. The ‘ men of substance’ (^TittPN) in the Negeb 
(‘ every male in Edom/ 1 K.) amount to 100,000 men. This 
implies reading 'n on* HND 'oBT* vrm. TOD© (like jDtt>) 
comes from so also does ; mrr represents the 

variant bwonT (see on Judg. viii. 10, xx. 2). The intro¬ 
duction of Judah is owing to a misunderstanding, tton 
prefixed to m«D represents db? 3 (cp. viii. 6, officers in Aram- 
cusham), a supplement to 'dot and 'r»T, followed by a ditto- 
graphed qtn P|Sn Hnd. The ‘later writer’ supposed that 
this must have referred to Judah. The seemingly discrepant 
numbers in 1 Chr. xxi. 5 may be similarly accounted for 
(D^nm, like D'SIS, represents 'dot). 

xxiv. 10-25. The pestilence. A later addition (see 
above). It is the Negeb which suffers. See v . 15, where 
we have not only ‘ from Dan to Beersheba,’ but also perhaps 
a second statement of the extent of the epidemic, for the 
words TAD rurwi npnno are quite intolerable (see Wellh.). 

suggests that *ipnrT and TO n* cover over place-names, 
such, eg., as D'nm (Bahurim) and din ts (Ir-aram) or ti? 
D'TiS (Ir-arbim). 

xxiv. 16. MT., nnna£> thmr I inSdh it* nburx 
Chr., rTrrntDrr^ I I D'TiSNn nbom. Note tne warning 

Paseks. Evidently VP (at any rate) is incorrect; the order 
'd vr is impossible. It is possible that rr, like t in Ps. 
Ixxvii. 3 (see PsS^) came from mm, and that Chr. altered 
this into D^nS^n. On this hypothesis, however, no fully 
satisfactory sequel can be obtained (cp. Budde, H. P. Sm., 
and Klost.). There is, however, another possibility; both 
nSon and vr may be corrupt. In Job xxvii. 8 is the 
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right reading instead of StD' (see Budde, ad loci), and in 2 S. 
viii. 3 vp, and in Gen. xxxviii. 1 rrr'n, come from 
Now, if—as the evidence permits or even requires us to hold 
—the city where David was bore the name (not merely by 
an archaising caprice of the writer) Ishmael or Jerahmeel, we 
see at once how the present text may be fully accounted for. 
vrn, or rather f?NDm\ was written too soon, but, as usual 
in such cases, not deleted by the scribe, who wrote next 
'TH^DTT, and then, not nSmvp, but the word not un frequently 
confounded with it, viz. (a syn. of 'm'). Thus we 

get the sense, ‘And the angel asked for Jerusalem in order 
to destroy it’ The angel is the heavenly agent whose 
activity is presupposed in v. 15.—TOTin (the spelling varies 
in Kt.) ; see E. Bib., ‘ Araunah,’ where reasons are given for 
restoring rrvm; cp. on vv. 18, 23. ‘ Adonijah,’ however, 

is certainly an incorrect pronunciation. See on iii. 3, where 
DIN (]~rs ?) is explained as the name of a district in the 
Negeb.—'Dl'H. Dl' (like mi') is one of the current corrup¬ 
tions of ^Hsom', with which mi' is probably identified in 
Judg. xix. 10 (true text, see ad loci). The owner of the 
threshing-floor was a citizen of the southern capital of David, 
and as much an Israelite as David himself.—18. Note Kt. 
rrmw for rr:nN. Sometimes, however, the scribe wrote ’' 3 TN 
(see next note). 

xxiv. 23 f. As Wellh. saw in 1871, nvriN comes 

from TfSisn 'Vm Tii> (cp. E. Bib., ' Araunah ’). iSoS has 
been left unquestioned. Yet a close inspection of 1 Chr. 
xxi. 23 will show that must be miswritten for nrapS. 
(The words are, 'nnn ban rrmaS D'artm. Here, as in 

1 Chr. xxi. 20, Ps. cxlvii. 14, D'tsn is a corruption of bsonv, 
13 and o being confounded. It is a gloss correcting nSd in 

2 S. xxiv. 24 which [see below] comes from W) Coming 

(in 2 S.) directly after iSon, Viao h would easily become mis¬ 
written Thus v. 23 becomes, ‘All this does the 

servant of my lord the king give as an offering.’ In v. 24 
we get David’s rejoinder. ‘ Nay; but I will buy it of thee 
vnol.’ No doubt TTID may mean ‘ a price,’ but it is also 
possible that, as in 1 K. x. 28, Jer. xv. 13 (here vh = 
precedes), it may, like Dvn, represent am' = ^NDm\ In 
I Chr. xxi. 24, for 'cD, we find nbn qDDIl, probably from 
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^NDJTP JpDH (cp. on Gen. xxiii. 9). Therefore read, in our 
passage, 'nr [f|DD]3, * for Jerahmeelite money,’ i.e. ‘ for money 
that comes up to the Jerahmeelite commercial standard.’— 
D’Won D^ptD. ‘The order is unusual, and generally late’ 
(Driver). This reminds us that D^pO) and cwon are 
among the corruptions of and DUTO respectively. 

Our conclusion in the preceding note strongly favours the 
reading S|D 33 , on which DOS'D will be a gloss. 

xxiv. 25. David builds an altar ‘there,’ i.e. on the 
threshing-floor. In 2 Chr. iii. 1, according to the ordinary 
view (see eg. Benzinger), the threshing-floor is placed on the 
top of Mount Zion. No doubt the present text implies a 
combination of the story of David and * Araunah ’ with 
that of Abraham and Isaac on a mountain in the land of 
men (Gen. xxii. 2). But it is in the highest degree prob¬ 
able that in 2 Chr., l.c., for men TO we should read 'arm, 
i-e. ^NOrm, a variant to SnsdD'D (so read, for ofjfflVPl). Cp. 
on w. 8, 16. 



PART IV 


FIRST KINGS 

The textual difficulties of Kings are as great as those of 
Samuel, and less serious attempt has been made to cope 
with them. We have, unfortunately, no contribution to the 
subject from Wellhausen, and Stade’s important work in 
SBOT is only now passing through the press. I hope, how¬ 
ever, here and there, by Prof. Haupt’s kindness, to refer to 
the latter work. No equally thorough examination of the 
text from a moderate critical point of view has yet been 
made. Still there is ample scope for a bolder revision ; 
progress, indeed, requires it. The historical bearings of the 
results of the present inquiries will not be overlooked by 
careful students. A N. Israelitish history, in the proper 
sense of the phrase, has not, as it appears, come down to us 
in the Old Testament, unless keener critics should succeed 
in discovering fragments of it which have escaped the author’s 
notice. 

CHAP. i. 1-4. It is a Negeb tradition that we have 
before us. There was a Shunem (from 4 Ishman ’ = Ishmael) 
in the Negeb (see on 1 S. xxviii. 4, 2 K. iv. 8). For 
read probably fpNSOttr* (a name for the Negeb). Probably 
(which is no more Hebraic than 4 Abital ’) comes from 
= ]NtD 4 Shunammite Arabia’; cp. 4 Abigal’ 

or 4 Abigail’= f Arab-giIead (see on 1 S. xxv. 3). @ B ’s aftetaa 
= '‘tD'ON (see on I S. xxvi. 19). Otherwise 'n might be a 
very early modification of mb'B. See E . Bib., 4 Shulammite,* 
4 Shunem,’ 4 Solomon,’ § 2, near end. 

i. 5 ff. Not Jerusalem, but Beth-jerahmeel,—a place in 
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the Negeo where David often resided, is most probably the 
scene of the struggle for the regal inheritance. Cp. on viii. 
1-5, 12.—8. ‘Nathan han-nabV Cp. 2 S. vii. 2, and see 
E. Bib., ‘ Solomon/ § 2. How comes a prophet to assume 
the prominent position which belongs rather to Benaiah? 
Was Nathan really a prophet ? Should msrr be ''Tjan, ‘ the 
Nadabite?' 

i. 9. ^11 p?. See on 2 S. xvii. 17, where it is shown 

to be most probable that the En-rogel in that passage is a 
fountain near ‘ Ishmael * (i.e. Beth- or Kirjath-jerahmeel) ; also 
on Josh. xv. 7, where the original reference is shown to be, 
most probably, to a fountain near ‘ En-shemesh/ or rather 
‘ Ir-cusham' (or * Ir-ishmael '). It is important to notice 
that, if the place referred to was really this * Ishmael/ the 
reference to Enrogel is geographically quite what we should 
expect, for ‘ Kirjath-jearim 9 was not far from * Beth-shemesh * 
or (Josh. xix. 41) ‘ Ir-shemesh/ i.e. Beth- or Ir-cusham (or 
Ir-ishmael). See, further, on 2 S. vi. 1. 

1 * 33> 3^> 45* According to Gen. ii. 13 the stream 
called Gihon flowed round the land of Cush. Cp. E. Bib., 
‘ Paradise/ § 5, end. Was this ‘ Gihon ’ of the capital of 
the Negeb named after that legendary stream ? 

Chap. ii. 34. innn Vim. We should have expected 
imtol or ')no % TNl. Corruption suspected (so Stade). Should 
we read mi, i.e. hnotiT mi ? The place meant would 
be that commonly called ‘ Bethlehem-judah * (see on Judg. 
xvii. 7, 1 S. xvii. 12). The 11 id would be that of Jerah- 
meel or Ishmael. <® L, s ra<fxp (cp. Pesh.) is arbitrary. 

ii. 37. ‘ Kidron/ See on 2 S. xv. 23. In our ignorance 

of the topography, it is hazardous to touch the reading (see 
Klost. and E. Bib., col. 2662). 

ii. 39. ‘ Achish/ etc. See on 1 S. xxvii. 2. It was 

an easy journey, no doubt, from one district of the Negeb to 
another. Was the real object political? See E. Bib., 

‘ Shimei/ 1. 

CHAP. iv. 1-6. The critical problems arising out of the 
names of Solomon's officers, as given in MT., in <g, and in 
@ L > are specially difficult. Burney is lucid and learned, 
Klost. masterly and original. Stade sees the problems, but 
not how to solve them. Perhaps, however, from 1 a new 
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point of view, some steps in advance can be taken.—3. 
jprp^N is better than either Eor EXiafi, which are 
evidently worn-down forms. Transposing the two parts (an 
expedient frequently necessary) we get The name 

does not occur elsewhere, but -190 is an Asshurite name in 
1 Chr. iv. 6, and a Maacathite in 1 Chr. xi. 36; see also on 

v. 10. bs, as often, is merely formative.— 7TTTO. See on 

1 S. xiv. 3.—NtD'tD, or (better attested, see E.Bib., 4433, or 
Burney) NtDItD, is not from Bab. savsu = samsu, ‘ sun *—how¬ 
ever tempting from the point of view of the history of Baby¬ 
lonian culture (see E. Bib., 948) this theory of Marquart 
may be, but (for a parallel, cp. ’'BHD, Josh. xv. 14, Judg. i. 10) 
either from ana or from YltDN. The family, then, was N. 
Arabian. The same result, however, follows if we prefer 
the reading npto (2 S. viii. 17, see note), or <g L ’s tafyar, i.e. 
BDffi = nsaJS (Zarephath in the Negeb).—BDBVP and TiSttn ; 
see on 2 S. viii. 16-18.—5. imw. But @ presupposes 
VP3~rN. Both are Negeb names; see notes on the earlier 
occurrences. Read iSon pb, omitting run as a gloss (cp. 
on 2 S. xx. 26). pb = officer ; cp. Am. Tab. 237, 9 ( zukini ). 
It is no argument against Klost. (who wrongly keeps pis, 
but rightly omits run) that ‘all versions reproduce* run 
(Burney).—6. amTJN. Burney rightly observes that the 
text of v. 6a may be corrupt, the father of the official referred 
to not being given (v. 4b is evidently an interpolation). 
He ingeniously conjectures [n\h®‘p But 

tg's EXiafi wos tacf> (or <gi L luafi) clearly corresponds with 
EXia<f> vioi "tafia in <* 0 B , and EXiafi vto? ta<f>ar in ® L , 
v. 3 ; 7r<xTpta? = arpaTiai = N 3 S. The truth seems to be 
that isj'nN (cp. inomH), or rather (Stade restores, 

impossibly, ■wm), is a variant to TOT, or rather (as <B L pre¬ 
supposes) T3T. Zaccur, then, or rather Ashhur (the original 
of Zaccur?) is described as (like Azariah or Adonijah) a son 
of Nathan, as a high officer (pb) of the king, and as over 
the palace.— dto~tn. So v. 28. DYTN (xii. 18 ; 2 S. xx. 24, 
but @ BAL A Bwveipap) seems to be a contracted form. D"i = 

( = Jerahmeel), as 1 Chr. ii. 9, cp. <50 apap. See also on 
dun, Gen. xvii. 5. For rnN see on 2 S. iii. 4.— 
Plausible as the usual explanation may be (E. Bib., * Names,’ 
J§ 3 7 , 51). the origin of the other names in the list, and the 
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frequency of such corruptions as Q-nns from omi (see on 
v. 4, Num. xxvii. 12), suggests that unis is a corruption of 
TJ?- Cp. also join for ins, Gen. xxiii. 2, etc. It seems 
probable enough that the superintendent of the N. Arabian 
corvie would himself be of Arabian origin. Thus all the 
names are Negeb names. We shall be still more struck by 
the list of Solomon’s prefects. 

iv. 7-19. These officials are called (cp. v. 5). 

But we might as well point D-as: (cp. :rs3, v. 19). At any 
rate, WiBP in v. 7 should be Wanr (as often, though not 
in v. 1). It is the Negeb, otherwise called ‘JerahmeeF or 
‘ IshmaeP or ‘Aram,’ that is meant; cp. on 2 S. viii. 14, 
where David is said to have put in the newly conquered 
Aram (not ‘ Edom ’). See E. Bib., ‘ Solomon,’ § 6. They 
are twelve in number, because there were twelve tribes of 
Ishmael (see on 2 S. xxiv. 2, and cp. E. Bib., * Tribes,’ § 6). 
The duty of the prefects is to ‘ provide victuals for the king 
and his household ’; ‘ each man had to make provision for 
a month in the year ’ (RV). Taxes were of course quite 
unimportant; a luxurious king like Solomon must have 
thought first of his banquets. Stade (Gesch. i. 305, note 1) 
and historians in general disregard this statement; all say 
that the division of the land of Israel into districts was for 
the sake of the taxes, but no one (not even Stade in SBOT) 
investigates the text. The truth, however, is that blbl 
(‘ provide victuals for ’) is liable, more than most words, to 
serve as the envelope or shrine of another word, which, when 
we can find it, has to be restored. See, e.g., on 2 S. xix. 33/, 
1 K. xviii. 4, 13, xx. 27. Applying this key, and omitting 
dittograms, we get this list of names—which is an extended 
gloss on SnsduT'-^O,—W orn -1 rra YirrffiN jva ^NDITP: note 
that 'b'hi and both = (dittogr.); 'n ’irvi = 

'rrtDN rvi; rratm = 'oar rva 

The names of the prefects and their districts or chief 
towns are as follows—corrected readings are in italics:— 

1. *, ben Ashkur. Mountains of Ephraim. 

2. *, ben Rekab. Michmash, Beth-ishmael, Beth-cusham, 
Aijalon. 

3. *, ben Ashiiur. •Arabia, Socoh, land of Hepher.. 
See on 1 S. xvii. 1. 



iv. 20 


FIRST KINGS 


317 


4. *, ben Abinadab (1 S. xvi. 8). Naphtoah-arad\ 

(Naphtuhith , an Ishmaelitess, his wife). 

5. Baana ben Ahilud (2 S. viii. 16). Beth-anak and 
Migron y all Beth-shean ( Shunetn ?\ or from Beth-shean to 
Abel-meholah (see on Judg. vii. 22). Zarethan = Zarephath 
(see on Josh. iii. 16), and Jokmeam =Jerahmeel> are also 
mentioned. 

6. *, ben Argob , or rather ben 'Arab (see on Dt. iii. 4). 
Ramoth(ath) Gilead (see on xxii. 3). Also Hawoth-jair or 
Hebel-argob (i.e. Rehoboth-jerahmeel> Jerahmeel-rehob ). The 
former is said to be 1 in Gilead 9 ; the latter 4 in Cushan 9 
The different writers concerned mean the same thing. 

7. Ahinadab ( = Jerah\meel]-nadab) ben Iddo (?). Maha- 
naim (Gen. xxxii. 3, 2 S. ii. 8). For 4 Iddo/ cp. ® (Ba^eX; 
AcraSfi)#). 

8. Ahimaaz (1 S. xiv. 50). Naphtali. ( Cushamith , an 
Ishmaelitess, his wife.) 

9. Baana ben Hushai (2 S. xv. 37). Asher (from 
Ashhur) ; ‘Aloth or Be f aloth (Josh. xv. 24, a southern city). 

10. Jehoshaphat ( = Jerah\ineel\ - zephath) ben Hepher. 
lssachar (from Ashhur ). 

11. Shimei ben Ela (2 S. xxiii. 11). Benjamin (Jamin = 
Jerahmeel). 

12. Argob ben Arabu Gilead (® B yaS). The land of 
Cushan y king of the Arammites, and of Og, king of Bashan. 
In v. 13 (end) note the lengthy expansion of the corrupt 
D'HS trHHD (properly 'nv D$); see on Dt iii. 4). 

In v. 19 it is added pN^ arayi; @ B , however, 

fecu vaoretf> eh iv 7 fj IouSa, and <® L vaaeifi iv 717 Ioi/8a eh \ 
both B and L mention Jehoshaphat at the very end. Kittel 
would read as in MT., except that pN£ becomes, with him, 
pNl. It is better to criticise (g’s text; rmrp, as 
elsewhere, most probably represents f?NDJT)\ In v. 5 we are 
told that Azariah ben Nathan was 4 over the Perhaps 

he is the person meant by TSD, and perhaps should 

be restored in v. 19 after "inw. So Klostermann. If so, 
Azariah was practically the viceroy of Israelite territory 
in the Negeb, as David, too, had perhaps been in his time. 
Cp. on 1 S. xxii. 14, 2 S. xxiii. 23. 

iv. 20. Underlying this passage (not in <S) there is 
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most probably a list of the peoples over which Solomon 
ruled. The same account has to be given of v. 2, 3. Both 
passages have the same object—to illustrate the statement 
in v. 1. I fear this may startle some scholars, but I see no 
help for it—no alternative view seems possible. Benzinger 
indeed thinks iv. 20 a not unsuitable close to the account 
of the administrative divisions of the land, only it implies a 
conception of the reign of Solomon which is altogether late ; 
the division into Israel and Judah also, he remarks, points 
to a late origin. The description of Judah and Israel as 
‘ eating and drinking and joyful ’ reminds him of Deutero¬ 
nomy (eg. xiv. 26 ; we might add, because of OP to, xvi. 15). 
There is, however, this difference between our passage and 
the deuteronomic passages, viz. that here the eating and 
drinking is not said to be ‘before Yahwfc* in his chosen 
sanctuary, for ‘ eating, and drinking, and joyful/ and for the 
singularly abrupt opening, n^T\ bwjlpTj rrprr;, there is surely 
no parallel in Deuteronomy. I will return to this passage 
in connection with v, 2. 

CHAP. v. i a. @ gives this statement in two forms, in 
ii. 4 6b and in ii. 46^. The latter agrees with MT.; the 
former implies a Hebrew text which closes with rro^DDn 
and may be earlier than MT. The ‘ plus 9 in MT., however, 
has to be accounted for. The * kingdoms * are ‘ the kingdoms 
of Kenaz* (so read in Ps. cxxxv. 11, cp. cv. 13, and see on 
Josh. xii. 7 ff.). The addition defines the region as ‘ from 
the 1773 (t*e. the river P’rath or Ephrath, 1 see on Gen. xv. 18) 
to the land of the Philistines (Zarephathites) and to the 
border of Misrim.’ The Zarephathites, then, had not been 
entirely conquered in spite of 2 S. viii. 1. 

v. I b. <& inserts teal fjaav = T1J] (Klo.), ‘and they went 
on bringing tribute/ etc. 

v. 2, 3, with iv. 20. Benz, remarks, ‘ The expense for 
the table shows the luxury and wealth of an eastern despot. 
The numbers are rather high! . . . What the trjyiS are, 


1 Winckler says, ‘the nahal Mu§ri, which is so often confounded 
with the nahar, i.e. the Euphrates (or even the Jordan)/ GI ii. 264, 
cp. JCAT is) 148. He does not notice, however, that there was a P’rath 
( = Ephrath) in the Negeb; this accounts for the supposition of the 
extension of Solomon’s empire to the Euphrates. Cp. on Jer. xiii. 1-7. 
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we do not know ; tradition is unanimous in rendering “ fowls,” 
which is suitable.* A little scepticism as to the incredibly 
high numbers might have led the critic to examine the 
textual basis. As so often, a string of ethnics, which were 
no longer understood and had come down in a corrupt form 
(for DTitD, cp. on Ezek. xxxi. 16), was manipulated by an 
ingenious redactor. It is possible, however, to undo his 
work. Dnb vp, *rnN Dr'S, dSd id, nop dwi rpn, ■'jn rpa, 
ilNDI, 7lb, and norp all represent repeated * bad shots ’ 
of the scribe at bNDrrp; nobm, D'lcbm, Jns (see on 1 S. 
xvi. 11), ''ns and D'Dim* (cp. D' , iOS, psns) come from b^sotm ; 
D"'OD represents D''D3; mtt)5 and D'Hffis represent -inQJN ; 
DIM no doubt comes from onu. We can now hope to 
understand iv. 20 better. Notice the hyperbolical com¬ 
parison mb . . . SlTO. All the passages in which this 
occurs need a careful examination. See below, on v. 9. In 
fact the verse is full of groups of letters which have else¬ 
where turned out to be corruptions of geographical or ethnic 
terms. The result is that mb .. bird once ran thus— bNom - ’] 
'non 'rrr> ['nr orbs IDm. For the words in [ ] see on Josh, 
xi. 4. For DTID» = 'DOT, cp. on ff’QJOn, xviii. 3/; and for 
D'bsN = VlT, cp. on xviii. 19, Is. lxvi. 17. Prefix, for v. 
20 aa, the only essential words, buSDCPI buDriT, i.e. 

the names of the subject peoples or districts of the Negeb. 

v. 4. Again the limits of Solomon’s rule in N. Arabia. 
Read, perhaps, man mj$; the in: is presumably that of 
Ephrath (see on v. 1 a). For noon (see on 2 K. xv. 16), 
cp. ijnitti (2 S. x. 16) or ifpioj (1 Chr. xix. 16), also njfr 
(1 Chr. iv. 17). may stand for 's riDIS. dbo = bNDJTP. 
For the difficult mas read D’lia; and for moDD read bNSDBPD 
(a gloss, cp. Dim = 'onr). 

v. 5. @ B , at ii. 46^, inserts iaOtovre? teal mvovre’s from 

46a. But DTi®1 D^On = ‘ Jerahmeelites and Ishmaelites,’ 
and clearly it is the Israelitish aristocracy which is here 
spoken of. Render ‘so that Judah and Israel,’ etc. 

v. 6. Again, great injustice has been done to the 
original writer (cp. x. 26). The higher of the two numbers 
can be corrected from 2 Chr. ix. 25. Is any more correc¬ 
tion needed ? miN is said to mean 4 stalls for horses.’ This 
gives a bad sense. It is very possible that miN may have 
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sprang from D'TW, while ©'did (as elsewhere) may have 
come from C'tD'D, 11310 from Dim, and O' 1 ©IB from DTID 12 . 
Accepting this, we get. an excellent sense—‘ And Solomon 
had four thousand Arabians [Cushites, Rehobites] and twelve 
thousand Zarephathites,’ i.e. he had a standing army of N. 
Arabians. Cp. Hezekiah’s ‘ Arabians ’ ( Urbi) in Sennacherib’s 
inscription. The twelve thousand Zarephathites may have 
included the ‘ Cherethites and Pelethites ’ (2 S. viii. 13). Cp. 
E. Bib., ‘ Solomon,’ §§6/1 

v. 7 f More N. Arabian ethnics, bb'i is a regular 
corruption of Vrp ; D'Osa comes from Drifts = 'a© -1 ; 

(cp. on Josh. xi. 10) and ^an= / rrp; nob© = '•cm'; npn 
= Ipi, or even 'nr; JJlSffi perhaps = D^nS©; 1©-Tn ffi’H = 
TinfflN ; rnwA = WllD (?); ill = li*.—‘ Barley and straw 
for the horses,’ etc. A likely thing for a chronicler to report! 
The ‘barley’ should be D' 1 !©*, ‘Asshurites’; the ‘straw,’ 
D''2p''3i, * Temanites’; ‘for the horses’ should be d^nso©’ 1 ; 
‘ for the swift steed,’ [cp]^ 3 ©n, ‘ Eshcolites.’ 

v. 8. MT. at) rrTT 1©N ; < 3 , ob &v y 6 fkurikefc. Which 
is right? If the general view of the context common to 
both MT. and (3 is correct, neither. It is very harsh to 
render the Hebrew, ‘ (they brought the fodder to the place) 
to which it had to come ’ (so Benz., Burney). On the other 
hand, it is most unnatural to introduce the king (so Kittel) 
in this connection. Kittel is half inclined to read vrr ; cp. 
2 Chr. i. 14, ix. 25. But then, how came iban into the 
text underlying <3 ? From our point of view all is plain. 
Render, * (and the Jerahmeelites) used to come (l^l)) to the 
place where the king might be, each according to his duty ’; 
i.e. Solomon’s N. Arabian warriors had, at stated times, to 
serve as his bodyguard. Cp. on x. 26. 

v. 9-11. Solomon had ‘width of heart like the sand 
that is on the sea-shore.’ @ has vv. 9, 10 in two forms, 
viz. (a) together with w. 11-14 after v. 4, and (b) at ii. 35 a, b , 
Swete = ii. 1, 2, Lagarde. In the former we find ybfia 
KapUa<{ = li, in the latter 7 r\dro<i k. = MT. am is clearly 
an earlier reading than li, but cannot be correct (see Isa. 
lx. s, Ps. ci. S ; and cp. Klost.). Nor is there any parallel 
for this application of the figure of the sand. There is plain 
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corruption, rb im and VlTO represent ^NOTTP {bis). Cp. 
on v. 2 f. [iv. 20], Gen. xxii. 17, Josh. xi. 4 (‘ the people 
of Arab-jerahmeel, which is on the shore of the sea of 
Jerahmeel’), Judg. vii. 12, 1 S. xiii. 5. The whole of v. 9 b 
is a gloss on DlpTH*^ {v- 10), i.e. ‘all the sons of Jerah- 
meel.’ mp, as so often, comes from Dpi, a worn-down 
form of 'm -1 (see on Judg. viii. 10 and Job i. 3, and 
E. Bib., ‘ Jerahmeel,’ § 4 u ; ‘ Rekem ’). Point D-nsp, and 
cp. Isa. xix. II, 12 (oracle on Misrim). In v. 11 read 
probably □’isr^Sp Ojnyi, a gloss on v. 10. Another gloss 
follows, stating the names of the hno-vD (i.e. SndTTP) ; 
<Jg L , viov MaaXa, as if ‘ Darda ’ were the only son of Mahol 
—>as erroneous as the uio? of © B . These are ‘ Ethan the 
'mw,' i.e., as most say, ‘ the Zarhite.’ Certainly in I Chr. 
ii. 6 the four here mentioned (but ‘ Darda ’ becomes * Dara ’), 
with ‘ Zimri,’ are made sons of Zerah, son of Judah by Tamar. 
But ‘ Zerah ’ in Gen. xxxvi. 13, 17 is ben Reuel (= Jerah¬ 
meel), ben Edom. It is a widespread name, and probably 
comes from TintpN. Still wider in range was the name 
Jerahmeel (cp. DpT^l^D). If tradition had not given 
Ethan the title * Ezrahite ’ (Ashhurite), he might well have 
been called a ‘son of Mahol.’ The same record which 
makes Heman, etc., ‘sons of Zerah,’ represents IJamul 
( = Mahol; certainly not for >ian [Kittel]) as a kinsman of 
Zerah. These men were famous in legend for their wisdom ; 
yet Solomon surpassed them, just as Ezekiel’s king of Missor 
was ‘wiser than Jerahmeel’ (so read in Ezek. xxviii. 3, see 
Crit. Bib.). 

v. 12. Benz, remarks that no one can take the numbers 
seriously, and laughs at <{£ for exaggerating 1005 into 5000. 
Kittel is content to say that the basis of these numbers is 
unknown to us. Experience of the ways of the scribes 
clears up the mystery. V. 12 is not based on legend, as 
Benz, thinks, though a plentiful crop of legends grow out of 
it. It is due to the writer, who sought to extract a rill of 
sense from the strong rock of corruptly written ethnics. 
-Q-n comes from ms> (cp. Ps. (2) on Ps. cxix. 42), nffiSm and 
fjtoQ = ^jor; 'iTB = TBM, nmon = dbd ; *i*?n and [d-']qSn 
represent in ^ndjtp. The scribe wished to give the 
names of ‘ the nations round about.’ For one among many 
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parallels see xi. 3. The corruption, however, is old ; cp. 
Sirach xlvii. 17. 

v. 15. The Hiram spoken of was not king of Tyre 
(•m)- The name itself was no doubt Phoenician; so also 
was Ethbaal ( = Ishmael); so also was Urumilki (= Jerah- 
meel). Other considerations exist which force us to hold 
that this Hiram ( = DT 71 N = Snoj-TT, cp. on v. 32) was king 
of Missor (Trap) in N. Arabia. Whether it was the real 
name of the king who had dealings with Solomon, we know 
not ‘ Jerahmeel' was apparently a conventional name for 
a N. Arabian king (see e.g. on Isa. xiv. 12). See, further, 
E. Bib., col. 4682 f., and note that v. 21 represents Hiram 
as a worshipper of Yahwfe. 

V. 17. 'w nanSon. The perplexity of critics is well 
set forth in Burney’s note. But as in several passages 
(eg. Hos. ii. 20, Ps. lxxvi. 4) rrnn^D here comes from 
[□\PNom\ 

v. 20 (and 13). The ‘Lebanon’ is that in N. Arabia 
(see on Jer. xxii. 20); or was it ‘ Gebalon ’ (see on v. 32)? 
m is not to be confined to the cedar (see E. Bib., ‘ Cedar ’). 
In v. 22 and ix. 11 ©'©VO, and in 2 Chr. ii. 7 D’tt’W&N are 
added. See on x. 11.—DOIS should be ffHSD (a common 
error). 

v. 25. rfejD Q-'tsn, || 2 Chr. ii. 9, rvoo dwt. Read 
"W’ or e ' se (<8 B Ka l f^X €l P > A ? jjMgak; A* fiaXaX) 
7ND1TP Vr. Probably also rvTi3 should be rose. The Tal¬ 
mudic equation mro = ©1D3 (Menahoth, 8 6b) is doubtful). 

v. 27. The later tradition, no doubt, considered that 
Israelites were not exempt from the corvle (cp. xii. 4, 18). 
But in ix. 20-22 it is expressly said that the corvle was 
limited to non-Israelites. The original reading in v. 27 was 
no doubt Snsdbt-Sd ; the two names are frequently con¬ 
founded. See above, on iv. 7-19. Cp. on 2 S. viii. 13/; 
also on 2 S. xxiv. 1-9 (p. 308). 

v. 30. D’lsarr, as in v. 7, comes from D , 6*»Dap; so also 
does (originally a correction). The gain is great; 

for how can there have been ‘princes of the prefects’?—32. 
Another puzzle, n^nam is ‘ startling ’ (Benz.). Stade with 
some hesitation takes it to be here now as an appellative = 

‘ stone-cutters.’ How improbable I Thenius and others 
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correct somewhat violently (see E. Bib., * Gebal,’ 1). But 
from Josh. xiii. 5 (see ad loci) it appears that 'byXQ p.N and 
p2lS are synonymous. The Giblites or Gebalites are the 
people of Gebal (Ezek. xxvii. 9) or Gebalon. But the 
passage is not yet quite plain ; it should be read thus 
[o^nm f?NDnv ro,3] Wd©' ->21 3 ^dd v i. 'nr and 
are correct explanatory glosses. 

CHAP. vi. I, 37. That the contents of this verse are of 
diverse origin is seen by Kittel. He thinks that R D obtained 
the calculation of 480 years, etc., from a scholastic tradition, 
while the statement of time in b is simply repeated from 
v. 37. But it should be added that the scholastic tradition 
is based on a series of corruptions of the text in Judges and 
Samuel; it is not found in |j 2 Ch. iii. 1 f Originally v. 37 
was without the words v mo; similarly, v. 38 was with¬ 
out the words rromn ©Tnrr sin bin rrra These words 
originally stood in the margin, but in another form, for they 
are corrupt, though (thanks to the regularity with which 
types of corruptions occur) not hopelessly. For 23 rTT*i v. 1 
gives rjrnn ©inn wn 33 ©*rm, where ©*rn (cp. on norm, 
Josh. xv. 37) represents “fin©**; "'2© (cp. on r S. xiv. 4) = 
W, and 33 perhaps = f? 333 , ix. 'on V (cp. on xvi. 31). In 
v. 38, Va nr = ^Non-p; '©n 'nn mn is a gloss, viz. mn 
^NSDBT 33 n©H. Thus we get as marginal notes ‘ in Jerah- 
meel’ and ‘in Ashhur-ishmael,’ notes which originally 
described the region where the workmen ‘prepared the 
timber and the stones’ (1 K. v. 32). Consequently is 
not wholly wrong in placing vv. 37 / immediately after 
v. 32 of our Hebrew text. See on viii. 2. 

Chap. vii. 13 f Origin of the artificer Hiram. The 
Chronicler (2 Chr. ii. 13) calls him Huram-abi, which, like 
Aholiab (Ex. xxxi. 6), probably comes from Jerahmeel-arab). 
He is brought from nkp (not is), and is the son of a Misrite 
father, and a mother who was n2D^M n©N. Now is a 
corruption of (see on 1 S. xxi. 3), and both here and 

in xi. 26, xvii. gf it is hardly doubtful that TOdSh repre¬ 
sents jvSNDnT. Possibly the next words ■>^r 3 D 2 naeo N 3 rr 
(but reads N3H3) imply an endeavour to make Hiram 
out to have been a full Israelite (see Benz.). More probably, 
however, the words are corrupt, and we should read H2SDD 
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D*T)[Q?]f?D. That ''DID^D and ^NDnT were synonyms is 
certain (see on 1 S. xvii. 26). The region intended was 
probably that called, according to 1 S. xvii. 2 (corrected 
text), ^nditp roso, and referred to again in v. 45, in the 
account of the casting of the brass vessels. 

vii. 21. The two pillars, py and fan. In E . Bib., 
‘ Jachin and Boaz,’ col. 2304, an explanation is given which 
is only to a small extent correct. Now that we know what 
the dominant foreign influence on the popular and official 
religion of Israel was, it is possible to make this criticism. 
And as it happens @ B and partly (S L confirm the view which 
must of itself occur to any one who has realised the religious 
influence of N. Arabia, py is in <J§ DL tayovfi, and this repre¬ 
sents ^NDnT, while is in @ B / 3 a\a%, and this represents 
i.e. see on xvi. 31. (That m probably had 

some connection with Silt was pointed out in E. Bib., l.c.; 
now Silt is a divine title = Sim). The two pillars were, in 
fact, dedicated to the N. Arabian deity, sometimes called by 
the Israelites Jerahmeel and Ishmael. 

vii. 45 f Cp. E. Bib., ‘ Tebah.’ Neither Benz, nor 
Kittel has removed all the difficulties ; indeed, the chief ones 
only yield to the 4 Jerahmeelite theory.’ It is pardonable, 
and yet a little amusing, when Benz, makes this remark, 
1 iSdH to be deleted, as in as an incorrect explanation of 
the subject.’ It has, however, been shown again and again 
that lSDrr is a corruption of Sndttp (cp. E. Bib., « Ham- 
melech ’), and when Kittel says of tfilbp, * properly stripped 
bald (of the head), made bald, then polished (of metal),’ it 
must be objected that he, together with the lexicographers, 
puts an undue strain on the root-meaning of £did ; Isa. xviii. 
2, 6 is corrupt. And though the correction of ni^pl 

(v. 46) offered by G. F. Moore and Clermont-Ganneau (see 
E. Bib., col. 58) deserves praise for its acuteness, it must be 
pointed out that the text of the related passage Josh. iii. 16 
is corrupt (see ad loc.). The key to 1 K. l.c. (and the 
|| 2 Chr. iv. 16/) is furnished by 1 Chr. xviii. 8 b, which, in 
a critically revised text, states that David obtained a large 
quantity of brass from Rehoboth-jerahmeel (VlT Vn under¬ 
lies J1DD1 nroa), a city of Hadad[-ezer ?], king of Zare- 
phath (or Missor ? see on 2 S. viii. 5)* It was presumably 
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this captured brass that Hiram the artificer used, according 
to the earlier tradition. In short, the tonDD of 1 K. vii. 45 
and the pno of 2 Chr. iv. 16 come respectively from ntp’jp 
and rnirnp, and the second of these readings is the better, 
■ftpl and pvn, which follow, are probably corrupt inde¬ 
pendent forms of a dittographed fpMonr (cp. E . Bib.> 

4 Jordan/ § 2 [2]). The result is, with regard to 1 K. vii. 45, 
that the verse should end at mrr TYO, and that the hitherto 
unexplained fpiiNH represents (written in the margin 

as a gloss on DVn, and that v. 46 should run thus, ntjjTO 
n?m pyi nj$p p3t Dn«-npvp| opr niirnp. 

For the 4 Succoth * of MT., see on Gen. xxxiii. 17; for 
4 Zarethan/ on Josh. iii. 16. 

Chap. viii. 1-5. These verses appear in and <g L in a 
much shorter form, and this form is almost entirely an earlier 
form. So the critics agree, and this adds weight to the 
circumstance that @ gives iv £e«w v, where MT. gives 
Kittel regards this as a pure mistake—somewhat too easy 
an expedient It is plain that the original sources of the 
history of Israel have been very much worked over, and we 
have seen already that both David and (up to this time at 
any rate) Solomon preferred [Beth-]ishmael or [Beth-]jerah- 
meel as a residence to any other city. Moreover, it was here 
that David placed the ark, and here that, after his accession, 
David’s successor resided. We have also seen that in Am. 
vi. I (vx represents i.e. Beth-ishmael (cp. on 2 S. 

v. 7). It is possible that, according to the original record, 
Solomon gathered together the elders of Israel ( ue . the Israel 
in the Negeb and in Judah) at Beth-ishmael to take up the 
ark out of the city of David (= Beth-ishmael) to Jerusalem. 
But it is also possible that the original writer meant us to 
understand that the house which Solomon had prepared for 
the ark was in a higher part of Beth-ishmael—the place 
where, in a sanctuary in the so-called 4 city of David/ David 
had placed the ark. And this may be confirmed by v . 2 
(see below), also by the fragment of song ascribed to Splomon 
(see next note), and by the notice (both in MT. and in ®) 
found in v. 65 (2 Chr. vii. 8). In this case there has been a 
fusion of two accounts, each of which referred to Solomon’s 
erection of a temple—the one at Beth-ishmael, the other at 
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Jerusalem. See, however, Winckler’s radical criticism (GI 
ii. 252 ff. ; cp. E . Bib. y * Solomon/ § 3 a). —Note that of v. 2 
@ only gives iv pwjvl Adapeiv (Adavecv) = D'OriNH 1TP1. 1 This 
[statement] has given rise to many scruples/ says Stade, ‘ as 
it seems to be at variance with the statements in vi. 38 and 
xii. 32/ Cp. Kittel and Benz. The text has been manipu¬ 
lated ; hence the perplexity of the critics. For 'n^rr nvi 
'ill read nntpN Nirr D^nw ^onri, and cp. on vi. 

1,37. The ‘Zion* intended was in the district called 
Jerahmeel of the Ethanites, i.e. Ashhur-ishmael (gloss). 

viii. 12. This utterance of Solomon (cp. 2 Chr. vi. 1 /) 
occurs in @ and @ L after v. 53— w . 14-53 being a later 
insertion. It is more important, however, to notice that the 
Greek version gives it in a fuller form, which may be here 
quoted from — 

€<TT7)<T€V iv ovpavfi KVplOSy | /cal 6L7T6 tov KarotKelv 
iv yvo<f)<p t | OlfcoSopLTjcrov ol/cov p,ov> ol/cov evirpeirr} aeavroi | 
rov Karoifce.lv eVl Kaivori]To 9 * || ovk IBov avrr) ykypairrai iirl 

/ 3 t/ 3 X/ou r?}? ; 

The most essential part, however, is given by MT. The 
two most remarkable words are bm^ and bit. 'n* is at first 

' T»l \t 

sight plausible, being frequently given in a description of a theo- 
phany (cp. Burney, p. 109), and it is usual to find a contrast 
in the first two lines, as given in between the brightly 
shining sun and the black cloud filling the House of Yahwk 
This, however, does not fit in with the context, and would 
not the nil (v. 11) be a luminous cloud ? Hence Bottcher 
has suggested btflttPl and Thenius obt&vra (for bDl$l); 
indeed, long ago (probably by a guess) Tg. paraphrased, 

1 Yahwe has been pleased to establish his Shechinah in Jeru¬ 
salem/ The difficulty exists, and it is time to apply our 
own critical method to it. bois is a good Hebrew word, 
but it closely resembles two groups of letters which cover 
over bwOTT; these are Sdidn (Gen. xiv. 1) and btfllN 
(Hos. x. 14); boa, too, has sometimes sprung from this 
word (see, e.g, y on 2 K. v. 24, Mic. iv. 8). This leads to the 
conclusion that bois! may come from bworTTl, and if this 
and this alone brings sense into the passage, and makes it 
full of life and colour, we may say that it does . And does 
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it not restore life and meaning to the song-fragment? 
Surely. 4 Yahwfe said that he would dwell in Jerahmeel,’ i.e. 
in the Negeb, where his sanctuaries were. Then take fnj. 
Without retracting what is said in Proph . Is . ii. 172/, I 
must qualify it by observing that sometimes, like 
represents fpNSDBT (cp. on vii. 21, Judg. ix. 28). Our object 
of reviving the perishing colour of the song will be further 
promoted if we read, for by\, or rather (cp. || fttnJCl) 

'oara. These corrections will be confirmed if, in other 
passages (see on Josh. x. 13, 2 S. i. 18), we find ourselves, if 
not compelled, yet gently stimulated to read, for ia?TT 1 DD, 
'd. The postscript of the song-fragment then becomes 
4 Surely it is written in the book of Ashhur,’ implying that 
the passage refers to Ashhur or Jerahmeel, ix. to the Negeb. 
But what is to be said of the introductory words in <f£’s 
version ? Critics differ as to its retroversion, because, while 
® gives iyvcoptaev, <S L has earrjaev. The true reading ought 
to be some word out of which both and pn may have 
grown. That word should be ^NOTTP (for the former cp. on 
7N3PT\ 1 Chr. vii. 6; and on msT, Ps. cxxxv. 5 ; and for 
the latter, cp. on p\ vii. 21). But what of tDom and 
t&DB) often comes either from Dtt 0 or from bwow\ In the 
present instance it comes from 'owf}]. mots! most prob¬ 
ably has the same origin, while mm again and again comes 
from [^ND]m\ Thus the opening words in @ (cp. OP 
212; Burney, p. 111) represent a two-fold and twice- 
written marginal correction of the corruptly written ; 

the correction is bmovni. So that & has really 

misled the critics ; Solomon’s 4 song * is more correctly given 
in MT., unless ohcohopyaov oIkov fiov kt\ . may seem prefer¬ 
able. From our point of view, indeed, it is not preferable. 
Read, therefore, ^b rrQ to TTlD fpNDnTl ptib ion mm 
avbt* pDD 4 Yahwfc promised that he would 

dwell in Jerahmeel; I have built a house for thee in Ish- 
mael, a sanctuary for thy inhabiting evermore.’ [Hum- 
melauer’s article, 4 Salomons Tempelweihe,’ Bibl. Zt . i. 
43-46, only shows the urgent need of a reform in the 
methods of textual criticism. At the same time, he rightly 
protests against the improbabilities of the received inter¬ 
pretation.] 
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viii. 65. ‘All Israel’ is defined as extending ‘from the 
region of non to the onso Sto.’ non is a popular modifi¬ 
cation of naro (see on 2 S. viii. 9); onSD as often means 
Misrim. Cp. on 2 K. xxiv. 7. 

Chap. ix. i i. ‘ Twenty cities in the land of 
the cession of which to Hiram provoked the disparaging 
remark, ‘What are these?’—and so ‘they were called 
unto this day.’ The true explanation ought not 
to be far away. must be a corruption of some well- 

known name of a district; it can hardly be, as Burney 
supposes, the name of a town (cp. Josh. xix. 27) from 
which the district was named. We require a name out 
of which both and frm can have sprung; for © and 
<g L agree in giving "Opiov where MT. has 9 ll 3 . In PSBA 
xxi. [1899] 177 ff. (cp. E. Bib., ‘Cabul’) VilT = jVllt is 
proposed. The explanation of Zebulun as ‘ dung-country ’ 
would be parallel to that of Beelzebul as ‘ lord of dung,’ 
and ’Izebel as ‘ what dung ! ’—implied in 2 K. ix. 37 (but 
cp. note). Out of bm both and might have 
sprung, though the expansion of a character is less 
common than its diminution. But there is a better 
alternative, viz. to read s^bx This word may indeed 
have come ultimately from (see on 1 S. xxviii. 4), 

but a corrupt form resembling srcbl may have established 
itself as the name of a particular district The palatals 

1 and 3 are easily confounded. The name may have been 
popularly derived from rta, ‘ to shave.’ A ‘ shaven ’ country 
was a treeless country. It was perhaps the treelessness of 
the district that displeased Hiram (cp. Judg. i. 15). 

ix. 14. The original which underlies the received text 
is probably 'in 120 'lbob nf?t2n; ottt is a gloss on 
ISO ibo, inserted at the wrong place. See Winckler, GI 
ii. 262 ; KAT*® 237* Solomon, it seems, had to make up 
for the territory which Hiram rejected by a large payment 
in gold. 

ix. 15. = ^Nonr [mi] = the acropolis (see on 

2 S. v. 9), so called, perhaps, because the temple of Jarham 
or Jerahmeel stood there. Another derivative of 'nr 1 may 
perhaps be nmp (inscr. of Mesha); cp. on 2 K. v. 24.— 
‘Hazor’ (see on Josh. xi. 1) represents “lrtQjN; ‘Megiddo’ 
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fmo (1 S. xiv. 2 ; cp. on iv. 12, Josh. xvii. 11, Judg. v. 19). 
‘ Gezer ’ is not the Gezer represented by Tell Jezer, identi¬ 
fied by Cl.-Ganneau, and explored by Macalister, but rather a 
place in the Negeb called either Gezer or perhaps Geshur 
(cp. on 1 S. xxvii. 8). For * Jerusalem ’ we should still 
read ‘ Ishmael.’ 

ix. 16-17<2. On the right placing of this passage, see 
Kittel, who, however, has not noticed that the king with 
whom Solomon allied himself by marriage was necessarily 
the king of Missor. It was against Geshur in the Negeb 
that Pir’u (cp. on Gen. xii. 15, 2 K. xvii. 7) took the field ; 
it was Geshur, whose Kenizzite inhabitants he slew, that he 
might give the place as a marriage-portion to his daughter. 
Macalister’s archaeological conjectures {Pal. Fund. St., Jan. 
1903, p. 11) have no critical weight—1 jb, 18. Beth- 
horon, like Gibeon, was in the Negeb (see on Josh. x. 10/, 
Ezek. xlvii. I, 6). For ‘ Baalath and Tamar’ (2 Chr. 
viii. 6, ‘ Baalath ’ only) we might read ‘ Baalath-tamar,’ i.e. 

‘ Lady of Tamar.’ The case, however, is parallel to that 
of Abel-meholah, both parts of which compound place- 
name may ultimately come from ‘ Jerahmeel.’ * Baal ’ in 
place-names seems invariably to represent Snd. TD 71 prob¬ 
ably comes from ntn, which (see E. Bib., * Tamar,’ 2) comes 
from the ethnic Wm 1 . In different forms, this name was 
very often given both to towns and to districts. For 
“iXTEQ (to which Kittel would append nTtiT) read 
either ikoa a^a or DTtt pNl (a and *T again confounded). 
Klost. too boldiy Datfa aa*rDa. For another too bold view 
see Perles, Anal. 22 . Both these scholars hold that the 
Kr. aoan is correct (but see E. Bib., ‘Tadmor’).—For 
inrr and D^toaDn read D^nonr and DTiDas. See on v. 6, 
x. 26. ‘ Jerusalem ’ may be right; ‘ Lebanon ’ is certainly 

the southern Lebanon (v. 20). May we compare the ra 
BvvatTrevfiaTa tov A ifiavov which Solomon 1 opened ’ (@, 
ii. 46c, mentioned just before the building of rrjv ®ep/tat ev 
rrj iprjfxtp) ? Cp. Benz.; and for Winckler see E. Bib., col. 
3098.—25. -itDN and n^anTiN dW are most puzzling . 
(see Burney, pp. 141 /)• The passage is not, however, 
hopelessly corrupt. Read Tigtsrnij and Wonr rr'j-ruj'j, 
and join on to v. 24. 
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ix. 26-28. See E. Bib., 4 Solomon,’ § 4. The received 
view will hardly, stand. In v. 27 dyt rvvaN are 
a redactor’s makeshift; the two first words represent 

; the two last (mw = 'DtoN, like ]ns, 

is a fixed corruption of 'dot ; so also srp and O' 1 of 
'jTP and p* 1 respectively ; nVDtf may represent D^DN, 
which = D^Nonr). Cp. on x. 22. I must also glance 
at the traditional place-name nm the treatment of 

which by Lagarde (endorsed in BDB, s.v.) I cannot regard 
as satisfactory. The two parts of the name must be 
grouped with those other, already explained, names to 
which by their respective forms they are related. is 

obviously to be connected with pis, pa, pS (1 S. xvi. 12), 
; therefore, unless some strong reason to the contrary 
exists, it ought to be = bNSDBF, while ma must be explained 
in the same way as -m (ill p) in iv. 13, and in iv. 13, 
2 K. xv. 25, Dt. iii. 4, i.e. it represents 'll* = ins. The 
name means, therefore, 4 Arabian Ishmael.’ There were 
various towns called (in a corrupt form) Ishmael ; this one 
was defined as the Arabian Ishmael. (The theory in 
E. Bib., 2352, was, however, a first step in the right 
direction.) 

Chap. x. i f. This favours the view that there were 
two Shebas. We know of queens of N. Arabia ( mat Aribt), 
but not of the Sabaean empire, and if we apply criticism 
to the text of our narrative it will become still clearer 
that a N. Sheba is here intended. In v. 1 miT DB& is 
not 4 hopelessly corrupt * (Kittel) ; according to parallels it 
may represent Sndttt* Snsdbt (cp. on ix. 25), i.e. it 

is a twofold gloss on NltD. In v. 2 ^TD and 

are in apposition ; D^D3, as elsewhere (e.g. Judg. 
viii. 21), comes from D^tfonr. In the train of the queen 
were Jerahmeelite merchants bearing spices (cp. E . Bib., 
‘Merchant’). There may have been a confusion between 
the two Shebas, but the earlier tradition meant the N. 
Sheba, in the neighbourhood of Musri, whence came 
Solomon’s principal wife. Cp. Wi. GI ii. 267; also 
E. Bib., 4 Solomon,’ §5 b. 

x. 11. A very early corruption has to be indicated 
here. 4 Almug(gim)’ or ‘algum(mim)’ is, like ‘gemalllm,’ 
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in v. 2, miswritten for ‘ Jerahmeel,’ from which word also 
the Assyrian tree-name ‘ elammiku ’ (Del. Ass. HWB 74b) 
may also perhaps come. 1 The Jerahmeelite timber was 
naturally obtained (as 2 Chr. ii. 8 expressly states that 

the algum wood was obtained) from Lebanon; by 

‘Lebanon’ we (but perhaps not the Chronicler) mean the 
southern Lebanon, mp 1 jim, in accordance with v. 31, 
vii. 9 ff., ought to mean ‘ costly building-stone ’; such stone 
naturally came from the same district (v. 27, 30 /). Now 
it so happens that in 2 Chr. ix. 10 we read thus, ‘ Also the 
servants of Huram and the servants of Solomon, who 

brought gold from Ophir, brought algum-timber and 
mp 1 ]1 n.’ It is probable that, after omitting the paren¬ 
thetical remark (not here pertinent) about gold from Ophir, 
we may accept the Chronicler’s text as correct. The 
redactor of Kings took the passage (vv. 11, 12) from 

its original context, introduced the remark just referred to, 
and placed the notice in connection with the visit of the 
queen of Sheba. Observe that, according to v. 12b, such 
a quantity of almug-timber was never again seen in Israel. 
Perhaps the trees had become rare owing to the large 
number cut down for Solomon. (Cp., however, E. Bib., 
* Solomon,’ § 4, end.) 

X. 12. D'''!$S nn'33'1; ‘very strange’ (Klost). 

Read b D^orr)). a gloss on nisi DYTT 

no^B, which originally (see preceding note) stood at the 
beginning of v. 11. For a parallel corruption, see on 
1 S. xviii. 6. 

X. 15. D'nnrr TlS. * Incurably corrupt’ (Benz.)? 
Surely not. It is tribute which we expect to be referred 
to here. "'iMND probably comes from ttip&Q, and what 
follows is a list of the sources of the tribute. Read 
[D’rvom] y\ 9 , [d^nditp] o^nohri cirorn tijfco tjV- 
For D^nn cp. on mn, i S. xxii. 5 ; for inoo, on nrrtDD, 
Ps. cx. 3 ; for on Neh. iii. 32 ; for on Jer. 

1 Cp. }Dsf Y& probably from Vttyor* and ntfwn, perhaps from ntfK. 
See further on pin, Dt. xii. 2. That ‘ almug* and ‘ £lamm&ku’ may be 
connected, was first suggested by the writer in Exp.T ix. 470 ff ; 
Hommel (zb. 525) assented. 4 Alammiku,’ however, may possibly mean 
4Elamite* (Hommel). 
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xxv. 24. The concluding words p«n mran (also in Chr.) 
may be an editorial or scribal expansion of a mutilated 
and slightly corrupt form of D^mim (but see E . Bid., col. 
4688, note 2). 

x. 22 a. Benzinger*s excuse (p. 75) of the supposed 
misunderstanding of the Chronicler is unnecessary; the 
misunderstanding is most probably with modern critics. 
‘In all passages/ says this scholar, ‘except here and 
I K. xxii. 49 (both passages from the redactor) ships 
that really went to Tarshish or at least sailed on the 
Mediterranean are intended/ But a keener criticism will 
only allow three passages in which, even plausibly, 
ttrann (■on), ‘Tarshish-ships/ can be read. 1 These 

are 1 K. x. 22, xxii. 49, and 2 Chr, ix. 21. The first 
is our passage; the third, the parallel in Chr.; in the 
second, we should probably follow © which has simply 
(eVowjo-e) vrjas, and it is open to us to hold that ttronn is 
a variant to rmm, ttrunn being a corruption of Tien, which 
was probably, like Sheba, the name of more than one part 
of Arabia (cp. Jer. x. 9, where ‘ Tarshish/ i.e. ‘ Asshur/ is 
parallel to ‘ Uphaz/ i.e. Ophir).—Returning now to 1 K. 
x. 22a, it is well to take it in conjunction with 2 Chr. 
ix. 21, applying, however, a keen criticism to the text 
of both passages. Probably the original passage ran 
somewhat as follows, dttt nna D? QTBhn ^rr -on 

D£i, which in MT. follows *\bzb, may have come from ]D£t 
(= ^NDrrri) ; if so, it is a geographical gloss stating that 
‘ Asshur* (‘Tarshish*!) was in (the southern) Jerahmeel. 
On the origin of the word BTQhn see E. Bib., ‘ Tarshish/ 

X. 22 b, D'Qpri D’grntp . . . nnw, i.e. the ships 

returned once in three years bringing gold and silver, and 
also some animate or inanimate objects which critics find 
it difficult to determine. According to Benz, and Kittel, 
vv. 20 b (or at least 21, Ki.)-22 belong to a later writer 
(perhaps the redactor), so that Kittel finds it justifiable to 
suppose that the writer is aware of voyages to India, and 
transfers such voyages to the time of Solomon. But, as we 
shall see, a fuller criticism renders this supposition of voyages 

1 See E. Bib., col. 4899, with note 4 ; and cp. col. 4685 
(‘ Solomon/ § 4). 
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§ 2a, col. 3163). But is the result entirely satisfactory? 
So much, indeed, is perfectly clear, that Egypt (Misraim) 
was not the country from which Solomon was likely to have 
imported horses, but that he might very possibly have im¬ 
ported them from a N. Syrian land called Musri (Misrim) 1 
and the adjoining district of Kue (mp?), or E. Cilicia. 
There is, however, some improbability in Winckler’s and 
my own former view of the passage. (1) Though pos¬ 
sible, it is at any rate unlikely that a N. Syrian Misrim 
should be referred to here, considering that everywhere 
else D'-iSD means either Egypt or the Musri in N. 
Arabia. (2) Though possible, it is somewhat improbable 
that such an odd-looking place-name as mp should be 
correct, considering that elsewhere equally odd-looking 
names, such as Shoa and Koa in Ezek. xxiii. 23, Helek 
and Gammadim in Ezek. xxvii. 11, plausibly identified by 
archaeologists, can be still more reasonably explained as 
corruptions of N. Arabian names. And when we scrutinise 
the words of the passage in MT. and <®, we are struck by 
several phenomena favourable to the view that some part 
of N. Arabia is referred to. For instance, where MT. has 
mpD, @ has e/e Te/eoue, i.e. SflpnD, a reading which the 
ordinary criticism (see Kittel, Chron. y Heb., SBOT y p. 72) is 
unable to explain. Now there was a aipn in the Negeb, 
as Jer. vi. 11 shows (see Crit Bib . ad loci). It is not, 
however, this ‘Tekoa* that will be meant, if s text is 
correct, but some other district called ‘Tekoa’ or rather 
€ Maacath 1 (for * Tekoa * is a popular distortion of Maacath), 
still more to the south. In the Hexapla we find another 
reading, etc K coa (cp. 2 Chr. i. 16 Nipo); now sip in Ezek. 
xxiii. 23, according to the best theory of the reference 
of chap, xxiii., is a corruption of mso. 2 And Luc. 

1 P. Haupt makes a reasonable suggestion. * It seems almost certain 
that in several passages of OT the final 0 in MT. anxo represents a later 
addition due to a misunderstanding, and that the original reading in 
such cases may have been nxp. MT. onxD was no doubt often written 
'nsD* (postscript to note on x. 28 in Stade’s Kings, SBOT). Winckler 
writes Mu?ri; Haupt prefers Musr, the i being the genitive ending, im¬ 
plying a prefixed rndt ', ‘ country (of).* 

2 In Crit Bid., p. 100, by an oversight, jnp is equated with Vnonr. 
This is possible, but jnpn and pip are most easily explained as above. 
There is, however, no essential difference in meaning. 
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gives the additional words tcaX Ik /SafiaeKov ; now pt&m 
(see on Isa. xvii. i-ii) often represents DBto, i.e. Cusham 
in N. Arabia. Next, turning to MT. we find, joined 
to the second mpD, the improbable word TrrM. * Im¬ 
probable/ I call it, for why should such a vague phrase 
be used? It is obvious that without payment no horses 
could have been obtained; it is also obvious (unless our 
widening experience of corruptions is to be allowed no 
weight) that ypa here, as in Jer. xv. 13, may very well 
have come from onT (=^NDnv). In short, we are led 
to suspect that Tnol mpD has come from fpNDrrra rosan 
(we may omit the last two words of v. 28 as a gloss). It is 
but little less probable that nb $m which follows TTID1, and 
which has been ingeniously regarded as a technical term 
(jibs, 1 to be estimated *) has grown out of a dittographed 
(d and n, n and rr confounded). Looking on 
further, we notice DT»1 (‘ by their means * ?). Now, as a 
study of Isa. x. 5 (see Crit. Bib.) will show, this may very 
well have come from or ^NDITPI (omit as a gloss). 

It is true that, as Ezek. xxvii. 14 is given in MT., horses 
were imported into Palestine from Togarmah, which is 
supposed to mean Armenia. The precariousness of this 
view, however, is extreme; in a strictly revised text 
Togarmah becomes 1 Beth-gomer* = ‘ Beth-jerahmeel,’ and 
the * horses, and horsemen, and mules ’ also become trans¬ 
formed, while the importing country is not Tyre, but 
Missor in N. Arabia. According to the same text (v. 20) 
the source whence Missor obtained D’HTTD 1 was Dedan. 
We may perhaps venture to find the same word for some 
costly young animal in 1 K. x. 29 (for 'nnb point *nnp). 
Lastly, we are struck by the reference to the kings of the 
D^mn and of Dm Now we have met with southern crnn 
and a southern Aram so often that we have a right, when 

1 On tro see E. Bib., col. 2113/ ; and cp. Del. Ass. HWB s.v. 
suhiru. What kind of young animal is meant by suhtru is uncertain. 
It is mentioned (see Del., op. cit . 9 p. 173) after bakru 9 ‘young camels* 
(collective). In 1 K. v. 8 [iv. 28] the AV. renders 02*1 (which may be 
explained as a popular corruption of yrd) ‘ dromedaries.* Prof. Haupt*s 
remark (in Stade*s Kings, SBOT) suhiru ‘does not mean horse,* 
but ‘ might perhaps denote the suckling colt of an ass * is not destructive 
of the above view. We may still hope for more light. 



336 


CRITJCA BIBLICA 


XI. I 


these names come before us, to think in the first instance 
of these southern peoples; cnn, in fact, represents 
D^niuri and is a very early abbreviation of 
And it is not unimportant here to recall the fact that 
Hadad-ezer, who was so troublesome to David, was well 
provided with horses, and that Hadad-ezer’s kingdom was 
on the N. Arabian border of Judah (see Crit. Bib., p. 274 f). 
He was, in fact, to apply the language of 1 K. x. 29 (see 
above) a * king of Aram in Jerahmeel.’ Having all this in 
view we cannot hesitate to read w. 28 f. thus, ‘ And the 
exportation of Solomon’s horses was from Misrim, and 
from Maacah were fetched the king’s subirs. And a 
chariot was exported from Misrim for six hundred pieces 
of silver, and a horse for a hundred and fifty. And on 
these terms they were exported to the kings of the 
Rehobothites and to the kings of Aram.’ Gloss on ‘from 
Maacath’ (v. 28), and on ‘Aram’ (v. 29), ‘in Jerahmeel.’ 

We are therefore bound to suppose that there were 
districts of N. Arabia, called respectively Misrim and 
Maacah, from which horses were imported. Misrim was 
a wide region, so that in Ezek. xxvii. 20 the king of 
Missor (=> Misrim) can be said to have obtained his subirs 
from Dedan. According to Winckler, the Misrite kingdom 
extended to Medina, and, according to Glaser, we have 
to place the seats of the tribe of Dedan N. of that place. 
In Judg. i. 19, the Maacathites are said to have had 
‘ chariots of iron.’ Stade in SBOT denies the possibility of 
reference to Arabia. But there are too many passages re¬ 
ferring to chariots and horses of Misrim, Aram, and Ashhur 
to warrant this incredulity. Isa. xxxi. 1, quoted by Stade, 
refers not to Egypt but to Mu$ri. Misrim was no doubt an 
extensive region. 

Chap. xi. 1-8. We cannot by the older methods 
restore the approximately correct text either of the 
original narrative or of the additions which, as all critics 
(with many differences of detail) agree, were made to that 
narrative. For the results of the newer methods see 
E. Bib., ‘Solomon,’ §10. It is very doubtful whether 
the early narrator said anything about any other wives 
of Solomon but the Misrite princess. The original state- 
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ment probably was to the effect that ‘ there Solomon built 
a sanctuary for the god of Cusham and the god of Jerah- 
meel/ i.e. for the god worshipped by his Misrite wife. 1 It 
is not, however, to a supplementer, but to corruption of the 
text, that we may ascribe the statement that Solomon had 
seven hundred princely wives and three hundred concubines ; 
both nlND ant» and hind mSm are corruptions of nvWoar. 
It is one of the commonest phenomena—the transformation 
of ethnic names into numerals. The other corruptions 
(popular and other) of ethnics have been pointed out in 
B. Bib. (U) ; they are the familiar ones, such as 'nun for 
'-ISO, ; 3 Da for 'din (perhaps) for 'dim (note that © 

gives a choice of three readings, 'em 'din, and Son), 'ms 
from SiQ (cp. on xvii. 9), 'nn from 'ram. 

xi. 14-22. I have already examined this as well as I 
could in JQR, July 1899, pp. 551-568 ; cp. Winckler {GI 
ii. [1900] 269-273), whose results to some extent agree 
independently with my own. I cannot think this unim¬ 
portant, though Burney, even in his ‘ Additions,’ p. 380, 
makes no reference to it. It was already made as plain as 
possible in my article (with which Winckler on this point 
coincides) that the refuge sought by Hadad (and by Jero¬ 
boam) was not in Egypt but in the N. Arabian Musri. For 
some of the other results which, rightly or wrongly, I seemed 
to have gained, see E. Bib., ‘ Genubath,’ ‘ Hadad,’ 3. It 
may now be possible to improve some of the details, {a) 
Who was Hadad ? According to MT. and © an Edomite. 
Rather, as Winckler (GI ii. 270), an Arammite— i.e. a man 
of the southern, not (as Wi.) of the northern, Aram. And 
whether we consider ton iSan min (MT.) or naiSan 'to (©) 
to be the more original reading, the authentic reading is 
neither the one nor the other but ^NOm 1 'to, * of the race of 
Jerahmeel ’ (for nD^D, cp. on 2 K. xxv. 25, Jer. xli. 1). 
n*nNl (Dito) has come in from the next verse. See on 
Gen. xxxvi. 35. 

(b) What was the occasion of Hadad’s flight? It was 

1 That is a very early modification of dpis, and both T^o and oate 
of Wmv, is, from a text-critical point of view, highly probable. In the 
original text, however, which underlies v. 7 o«"3 and ^«om’ probably 
meant, not the gods, but the people, of Cusham and Jerahmeel. 
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the conquest of a large part of Aram or Jerahmeel by David 
(cp. 2 S. viii. 5 ft 1 3 f-)i which was followed by a census of 
the male population, with a view to the imposition of a 
corvee (see p. 308). Read in w. 15/ rnsnia (for nrm, with 
Bottcher), D^NonT'-riN npo*? (for cr^nrrrw ispS), nrim 
(for -pi), (for msrr). 

(c) Hadad’s reception in Misrim. *in-|D or "imD (not 
nJHD) gives him a house and a wife. The latter was the 
sister of Pir’u’s wife ; her name is given in MT. as Tahpenes, 
in as 0ex(pr The Hebrew form reminds one 

of DJTiann; the Greek of deuepavei, which in @ of 2 S. 
xxiii. 8 corresponds to "aconn. Now both 'orm and 'Dnn 
ultimately proceed from ^orTT 1 (pp. 52, 203). The precise 
form of the name is unimportant; what is significant is the 
circumstance that the early tradition gave Hadad’s wife a 
Jerahmeelite name. rrvian, for which @ preserves two 
alternatives, tt/v p.€i^co (nV33n) and ttjv 7rp€<r/3uT€p(iv 
(rrroan), is corrupt. We expect a clan-name; probably we 
should read n^Mn, ‘the Bicrite.’ The Bicrites were a 
Jerahmeelite clan; cp. on 2 S. xx. 1. (In a 19 read tin 
for the second mm*, and in v. 20 omit mr»N and D3Djm) 

xi. 23/ On ‘Rezon,’ see E. Bib., s.v., but cp. also on 
4 Jehoiada,’ 2 K. xi. 4. On ‘ Hadad-ezer ’ and ‘ Zobah ’ see 
pp. 274/ For ptool see on xix. 15, Isa. xvii. 1, where it is 
pointed out that a city in the southern Aram is meant D|jh3 
is suggested. This must be nearly right; cp. tCp for © 13 . 
But most probably' t, like D-DN, Vooh, etc., is a compound 
name, and comes from C. Niebuhr (Gesch. des Ebr. 

Zeit., i. 137, n. 3) has suggested q-jn— a step in the 

right direction. It is to the Jerahmeelite country in a wide 
sense that this notice necessarily points. 

xi. 26-40. See E. Bib., ‘Jeroboam,’ 1, where the Mis- 
rite origin of Jeroboam’s mother is shown. The JiSYiS and 
rrao^N of MT. in v. 26 come respectively from rpi2p and 
TV^HOnT (cp. on vii. 14, xvii. 9, 2 K. v. I, xv. 5 ; the iropvti 
of xii. 243 (©"), i.e. njYt, represents (see on Judg. 

xi. 1). Jeroboam himself was an ‘ Ephrathite ’; it is the 
Ephrath in the Negeb which is referred to (cp. on Gen. 
xxxv. 19). ‘ Zeredah ’ (rrre) or ‘ Zererah ’ (Judg. vii. 22) is 

almost certainly ‘Zarephath’ (see, further, on xiv. 17), while 
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the name Dtfm itself comes from faar 1 , t\e. ^NDITP. Nebat, 
too (see E. Bib., s.v.), may be a N. Arabian name. Cp. 
D'DiDl, probably from 0 ^ 13 , ‘Nebatites* (Josh. xi. 26).—27. 
probably from ^ndht [ml]; see on ix. 15, 2 S. v. 9. 

xi. 28. For $ipr ml read probably ml (see on 

Am. vi. 5 /). Possibly, too, Sid is a corruption of SnsdQT 
(see on Ps. lxxxi. 7). If so, Jeroboam’s office was that of 
-ppD, or governor, of ‘all Ishmael/ See on 2 S. xx. 26, 
end. 

xi. 29. For dSqtitd read (see on 2 S. xv. 11); 

Beth-ishmael (or Beth-jerahmeel) is meant. The ‘ Shiloh 1 
from which Ahijah came was in the Negeb (see on 1 S. i. 3, 
and cp. E . Bib., * Shiloh/ § 5, end). 

xi. 40. pQTtD, © o-ovaatceLfM ( = mplBW), are corruptions 

of t&'iD and respectively. The king intended is the 

same called 'in'id in the true text of xi. 18. He was king 
of Misrim, but might quite well be, racially, a Cushite. 
Winckler’s view that 'm is here an interpolation (my own 
view also in JQR, 1899) is therefore unnecessary. See 
discussion in E. Bib., 1 Shishak/ § 3 ; also on xiv. 25. 

Chap. xii. 1-20. That the original story of the separa¬ 
tion of the kingdoms was much edited is plain from a com¬ 
parison of MT. and of © (cp. Burney, pp. 164/). Both 
MT. and ©, however, erroneously assert that the ultimate 
cause of the separation was the hard labour exacted from 
the Israelites by Solomon, whereas the detailed evidence 
before us (see on chaps, iv., v.) supports the statement 
expressly made in ix. 20-22 that the corvee was imposed on 
non-Israelites only. And though, as Benz, points out, the 
LXX. (S 2 ) may contain, in xii. 24 n, 0, the fragmentary be¬ 
ginning of a second account of the great event representing 
a different point of view from that given in the rest of S 2 
and in MT., yet this, too, contains details which are, histori¬ 
cally, very improbable. All that we can be sure of is that 
there was a national assembly, at which Jeroboam was 
solemnly recognised as king, and that this took place at the 
place commonly called Shechem, but more properly Cusham 
(see on Gen. xxxiii. 18, and E. Bib., * Rehoboam *). 

xii. 25-32, 33. Very difficult (see Kittel, and cp. E. Bib., 
4 Shechem/§ 3). In v. 25 (i)why is Shechem, or rather 
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Cusham, described as * in Mt. Ephraim * ? To distinguish it 
from other places of the same name. The full name of 
Cusham was Cusham-jerahmeel (see on Gen. xlviii. 22, and 
E, Bib.y * Shechem/ § 2, end); now there was a Mt. Ephraim 
in the Jerahmeelite Negeb (see on 1 S. i. 1). (2) How 

comes it to be said that Jeroboam resided in Shechem 
rather than in Tirzah, and why is Penuel specially men¬ 
tioned ? Nowhere again is Penuel mentioned in the regal 
period. Add to this, that v. 25 is singularly isolated. It is 
usual to regard it as a separate fragment of old material. 
But may not a study of the text reveal an underlying earlier 
form which would fit in with vv. 26 ff.} Klostermann has 
an ingenious suggestion, but perhaps the following is nearer 
to MT., Wiar 'an to dvnt tmn 

For '1 wv"\, cp. v. 27 ; for 'm, 2 Chr. xi. 13 ; for ddd = 
JDIDD = b fcftDBPD, cp. Isa. lii. 11. For omission of v in 
cp. dhSn for dvrr^N in v. 28. Probably the southern Bethel 
was near Cusham (Judg. xxi. 19). Vv . 26-33 really supply 

an explanation of v. 25 (as here read).—In v . 27 it is 
perhaps right to assume that later ideas of the superior 
sanctity of the temple at Jerusalem have influenced the 
present form of the passage. But it is more probable that 
tfowrv has come from fpNSDBP, and that the speaker means 
the old temple of Kirjath-jerahmeel (K.-jearim), where the 
ark was at the accession of David (see on 2 S. vi.).— V\ 28. 
For v)tD read probably either ^NdrrT or bm 

[ out]. ttoN, JDtD and d' 3 t& sometimes come from 'dot ; why 
may not ? And if in Hos. xiii. 26 should be 'rrr 
(see also on v . 32), why may not 'bl* have that origin here? 
^ may, indeed, also be supported by Hosea (see Hos. 
viii. S, x. S [<®]), but it is not likely either that the name of 
Jeroboam's God was unmentioned, or that it was mentioned 
in w . 29-31 (see below), while in w. 28, 32, D'blZ, ‘calves/ 
was substituted for it. Now as to the name of the God. 
In w. 28, 32 [d]^ 32 , and in v. 31 onnb cover over respec¬ 
tively *?NDnv and nnpN[V|. In fact, it is possible that one 
of the names under which the early Israelites worshipped 
their supreme Deity was the compound name TidN [*nndN] 
7Ndm\ The evidence for this is naturally not on the 
surface, but it seems to be none the less real (see on Gen. 
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xvii. i, Ex. iii. 14, vi. 2, also on Gen. xiv. 18, xxi. 33). 
Considering that the chief sanctuaries were in the Negeb, 
and that bull-symbols were used in the temple at Jerusalem, 
also that * Steer (yin) of Jacob ’ (or ‘ Israel ’) was an archaic 
title of Yahwfe, we cannot wonder either that Jeroboam made 
a bull-image (cp. Ex. xxxii. 4) of his God, or that he identi¬ 
fied his God with the God who had led Israel out of Misrim. 
The place where the idolatrous symbol was, seems to have 
been the southern Bethel. (Point D'nsp.)— V. 29. For iriHH 
(first) read (see on 1 S. i. 1), and omit the closing 

words.— V. 30. For inurr again read 'rrv; omit p—u?.— 
V. 32. For read £ ?NonY'S (see on Hos. xiii. 2 b). 

The other corrections will be best exhibited in a connected 
attempt to restore the text ofw. 31-33 :— 

['nr 1 iBn] SnonY 1 yit-iBno moi rvi-ns dmi 

[]?: tBn DBDa] uibn? an dmt twn : "b yqd 

nit 1 ? S«-nna nmu p rmrra a bn ana -inata 1 ? 

nms tbn niton bs : 'tat toviti -iBn 
B»n [^NonT tbn inBMi] Wob- 1 TnBNi[)D; -iBn dbdi] 

: 'in an 

The names YinBN, ^nohy and jd" 1 caused the scribe much 
trouble. There is hardly any doubt that they did occur 
again and again in the original text, the narrator having been 
anxious to prevent the misunderstanding which, after the 
text had become corrupt, actually occurred. It is amusing 
to see how all we critics have been taken in by Dsn mspo, 
by the supposed names of the months, and by the enigmati¬ 
cal ni^o Nil TON. For the former phrase, cp. on 2 K. xvii. 32, 
Judg. xviii. 2. The editor was more opposed to Jeroboam 
than the original narrator. 

Chap. xiii. 32. On jvidb ' v W, see on 2 K. xvii. 26. 

Chap. xiv. 10. Cp. on 1 S. xxv. 22.—17. rmn. On 
the situation of Tirzah, and on the true form of the name, 
see E. Bib., * Tirzah,’ and * Zarethan,’ § 3, where rrm or rrm 
(see on xi. 26), the aapeipa of <®, and iron are identified 
with runs, ‘Zarephath.’ Winckler’s view (AT. Unters. 14) 
that the reading nsin (v. 17) is an ‘ alteration,’ caused by 
the transference of the sickness of Abijah into the period 
after Jeroboam’s accession, is unnecessary, now that we have 
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(as it seems) attained a truer view of the traditional history 
of Solomon and Jeroboam. 

xiv. 21. So 2 Chr. xii. 13. But is rmDS strictly 
correct? Hardly. The addition in © (see on 2 S. x. 1, 
xi. 1) suggests that 'ds = n^NDTTT; but it is also possible 
that we should read mpsti) (see E . Bib,, 4 Rehoboam '). Note 
also the fmagafi of © B (cp. xv. 2).—23. BTrp may come 
from ■’tiriS), a collective, = * Cushite priests/ a synonym for 

ie. 4 Jerahmeelite priests/ See on xv. 12, 2 K. 
xxiii. 5, 7.—25. p&nm (Kt.) or pW'W (Kr.), ie. wo or WO 
(cp. 1 Chr. vi. 29). Even if Shoshenk I. really invaded 
Palestine, which is hardly proved by the grand sculptures 
on the south wall of the great temple of Karnak, it is not this 
invasion which is referred to here, but a raid of the Misrites 
of N. Arabia. For the arguments, see E, Bib ., 4 Shishak/ 
§ 3. In this connection note ©'s addition respecting the 
spoil taken from Hadadezer by David, and now taken by 
'EovaafcetfjL. The colouring is all N. Arabian. 

Chap. xv. i (xiv. 31, xv. 1, 7, bis, 8). ( = ]^ 

like tok, ultimately means 'dITP * Jerahmeelite Arabia/ 
Thus both forms are strictly correct. For another view of 
see Jastrow, JBL , xiii. 114 (1894).—2. D'lfporaNTQ, but 
in 2 Chr. xiii. 2 fwTnrra. Both 'H'in and 'in may come 
from [']m*; from (see on 2 S. iii. 3). The 

queen-mother, then, was of the Negeb or N. Arabian border¬ 
land ; her name 4 Maachah * corresponds. The 4 Gibeah ’ of 
2 Chr. is probably 4 Gibeath-jerahmeer (see on Jer. iii. 23/). 
Cp. E. Bib,, 4 Maacah/ 3.—10. Pesh. gives as this Maacah's 
father's name d 'bto Tis, where is a corruption of 1*325 
(cp. on vv, 1 /).—12. D^ttnprr, perhaps from awin (cp. 
Ezekiel's objection to N. Arabian temple-ministers, Ezek. 
xliv. 7, 9, and see above, on xiv. 24). Just afterwards the 
gillullm, i.e, images of Jerahmeel (see on xiii. 30), are very 
naturally referred to. 

xv. 13. Possibly was appended to ni&DD by the 

redactor, who may have supposed 'dd to mean 4 idol' (cp. ©, 
2 Chr. xv. 16). If not, rntDN*? will have to be taken as a 
gloss = 4 with reference to Asherah/ For with our present 
experience we can hardly doubt that ns^QD (about which 
even the latest critics are hopeless) is a corruption of 
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JvfjNSDUP. The great N. Arabian goddess (consort, probably, 
of Ashtor) was called sometimes Cushith (see on xvii. 19), 
sometimes ‘queen of Ishmael’ see on Jer. iii. 23 f., vii. 18). 
Another corruption is Mazzaloth (2 K. xxiii. 5); indeed, 
Klost, on grounds of his own, would read nifato here. Note 
that @’s ra? KaraSv<rei<s = n^>2SD (a variant). * Kidron ’; see 
on 2 S. xv. 23.—16. NBiQ, probably from f?Nj>offl\ Cp. 
‘ Baaseiah,’ 1 Chr. vi. 40, from ‘ Maaseiah,’ i.e. Ishma'-jerah. 
The corruption arose very early, for Ba’sa was the name of 
an Ammonite king (temp. Shalmaneser) ; Del. Par. 294. 

xv. 18. TTTT-p. Perhaps a Hebraised form of Bir-dadda 
(E. Bib., col. 3861, note 3). Jenna, probably not a personal 
name, but a corruption either of Beth- or of Rabbath-jerah- 
meel. jvtn may come from jyin = ^Nonr; if so, it is a 
gloss either on Jen or on din (Ben-hadad was king of the 
southern Aram). See E. Bib., col. 4112.—Read 0Bh3 
(xi. 24).—20. The cities should be in the Israelite portion 
of the Negeb. jr®, either from or from jin. pi; see 

on Judg. xviii. 28 (near Beth-rehob). an element in 

several place-names, =Jerahmeel (cp. on 2 S. xx. 14). 
nnaa, by the western shore of the Jerahmeelite sea (naa, like 
JYinH, represents ^nottp), equivalent to ”>f?riD3 which 

is a gloss upon 'aa ^0 (omit bs, as a dittographed ^0). @ 

in 2 Chr. xvi. 4 favours this. 

xv. 2 if. The cities fortified by Asa are not only Geba 
of (the southern) Benjamin and Mizpah, but a place the 
name of which, in two forms, underlies nSn inapt nsb pi 
vfaan-nw (‘ diseased in his feet ’ 1 ). The name is Racal (1 S. 
xxx. 29),glossed Jerahmeel. Read [^HDJTT’ nut] D^ap Sn nh»1. 

xv. 25, 27. Note the Negeb names, Nadab (1 Chr. 
ii. 28), Baasha ( = Ishmael), Ahijah (1 S. xiv. 3). ‘ Issachar,’ 

too, comes from * Ashhur.’ ‘ Gibbethon ’ is harder. It was 
a Philistine, i.e. Zarephathite, city (xvi. 15); in Josh. xix. 44, 
however, it is Danite. Should we read naia ? Cp. na^a or 
(<Jg) naia, I K. xvi; 21/; \m, Gen. xlvi. 24. Or is it = 
Gibeah of Phinehas (cp. <g BAL yafiadwv), i.e. Gib. of Jerahmeel, 
which Josh. xxiv. 3 3 places in (the southern) Ephraim ? Cp. 
E. Bib., * Gibbethon.’ 

CHAP. xvi. 9. not, a N. Arabian name. Cp. E. Bib., 
‘Zimri,’ ‘Zimran.’—16. nos, clearly analogous to not. Cp. 
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•hdn, ''din, both probably = ^dHT.— 24. fnp# or p*iD© 
(point so), from the clan-name id©. Stade’s argument for 
jYf Dip in ZATW v. 165 ff. is very strong. It is merely con¬ 
venience which may induce us to follow MT. and point 
fnDtp. The pointing p'lpiD adopted by MT., where the 
capital of Israel is concerned, is clearly inaccurate. See 
E. Bib., ‘Samaria/ § 1, with note 2, ‘Shimri/ ‘Shimron/ 
and cp. Burney’s rJsumJ of Stade, pp. 21 6 f One important 
point must, however, be added—the clan-name Shemer 
probably belongs to the Negeb. In 1 Chr. vi. 46 f id© is 
the son of ^nD ( = ^ndTTT), and in vii. 34 id© is the father 
of tin (also = Vrr) ; cp. v. 32, 1D1© son of inn (a Negeb 
name, Judg. iv. 11). 

xvi. 29. nwnN (Ass. Ababbu) a Jerahmeelite name, as 
appears (1) from the name of our Ahab’s father, Omri; (2) 
from Jer. xxix. 21, ‘ Ahab ben Kolaiah/ where rr^ip, accord¬ 
ing to analogy (cp. on ''Vip, Ps. lxxvii. 2), represents f?NDTTP; 
(3) from the name dntfn given to one of David’s warriors, 
presumably of the Negeb, 2 S. xxiii. 33. The explanations 
of a supposed name, ‘father’s brother’ (see, eg., Nold., E. 
Bib., ‘ Names,’ § 65, Ulmer, Die semit. Eigennamen, i. 14 ff. 
[early polyandry; after Winckler]), or ‘ the (or my) brother 
is the father,’ are strained. Here, as in all similar cases, 
the popular wit has played us a trick. The original meaning 
of Ah’ab, or (Nold.) Ahi’ab, was probably ‘ Jerahmeel-'arab ’ 
(cp. on ©''IN, xv. 1). This may not have been remembered 
in Ahab’s time; nevertheless the fact that this king bore a 
Jerahmeelite name is significant in the light of the very full 
narratives, the scene of which is in the Negeb. 

xvi. 31. After the ‘sins of Jeroboam/ i.e. his introduc¬ 
tion of Jerahmeelite religion, the writer mentions Ahab’s 
marriage with blVN, 1 i.e. [n^WD©'; cp. below ; also 

Jer. xl. 14 (Crit. Bib.). The name of the queen’s 
father, ^DDN, is also, like by\r\ (cp. also on 0 ''Vn&, Ezek. 
xxiii. 15, and on iVOTTi in, i S. xvii. 34), a form of 'd©\ 
which had attained an independent existence. This ‘ Eth- 
baal ’ was king of the D’DT'B. Who were these people ? 
According to Judg. xviii. 7 they were at any rate in the 

1 Marquart {Fund. 24) prefers If right, this should mean 

dp* 3 ;$/. 
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same region as wb (see on i S. xviii. 17); according to 
xvii. 9 the land of pT>2 included Zarephath. It is at any 
rate possible that the people called '1 were people of the 
Negeb. The considerations which make this view in the 
highest degree probable will be found collected in E. Bib., 
1 Prophecy,’ §§ 6 f. Both YIH (ns) and pTS (]"TX) are possible, 
and often probable, corruptions of -fiap (or -nap). Jezebel’s 
was therefore the Baal of Ishmael, corruptly called 
lilt ^l = ^ilt 'l (see on 2 K. i. 2). Cp. on 2 K. x. 18 ff. y 
and E . Bib., col. 4683. 

xvi. 34. The names are Negeb names. Jericho = 
Jerahmeel. Hiel = Ahiel = Ahijah (see on 1 S. xiv. 3). 
Bethel, see on xii. 29, Am. vii. 9 f Abiram = *Ardb-jerah- 
meel. Segub (on the name, see E. Bib . s.v and * Reuben/ 
§ 11) is father of Jair = Jerahmeel (1 Chr. ii. 21 /). 

CHAP. xvii. 1. 'lmno nmnn. Most critics try to 

make out that there was a place in Gilead called Tishbfc, 
referring to Tob. i. 2, where ®i<rfir) in Galilee is mentioned, 
and supposing that nxhl is appended to in 1 K. xvii. 1, 
to distinguish Elijah's Tishbfe from the Tishbfc in Galilee. 
The supposition, however, of two Tishbe’s is very improbable. 
It would be better to correct Takeikaia in Tobit into TaXaah , 
or (rather) to suppose that in the Hebrew text (the 
original reading) had got corrupted into Wu (the two words 
are easily confounded). It is true, this leads us into a fresh 
difficulty. Tob. i. 2 describes as being in Naphtali 

as well as (ex hypi) in Gilead. If, therefore, the proposed 
reading be adopted, we shall have to suppose that two 
discordant readings were placed by the redactor side by side. 
But, however we read in Tob. i. 2, must we not admit that 
the introduction of a plan, otherwise unknown (in the O.T.), 
into the story of Elijah is improbable ? Did tradition really 
connect the great prophet with an insignificant village? 
Klost., therefore, plausibly enough, proposes to read '■tfcrrr 
miP Jabesh in Gilead was renowned in tradition. But 
there is a more satisfactory solution of the problem. On 
Tob. i. 2 no reliance can be placed ; the narrative of Tobit, 


1 Burney's objection (p. 216) that 'aeron would then have to be corrupt 
six times over, is of no weight. Nothing, perhaps, is more clear than 
that the text of the O.T. writings was harmonised with minute precision. 
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like so many other narratives, has been edited in such a 
way as to alter the historical- and geographical references 
(see on Tobit). Both in Tob. i. I (reading * Gilead') and in 
I K. xvii. i the ‘Gilead’ referred to is the southern Gilead, 
and ■'imn represents (i) •'nms, (2) nma (cp. the personal 
names TO® and isd® = ’'nma and nma respectively). Elijah 
then (the name ultimately <= ‘ Jerahmeel ’), like Moses (see 
E. Bib., ‘Moses,’ §§ 4, 17), was connected by tradition with 
Zarephath. This fits in perfectly with the most prob¬ 
able explanation of mD (v. 3), and is supported even by 
MT. later on (see chap. xix.). See E. Bib., ‘ Zarephath.’ 

The ‘ unintelligible ’ phrase (Klo.) n^NH D'DVT should be 
£ ?NDrrr>n, i.e. ‘ in the Negeb.’ Both did'’ and rrf?Nn (see on 
Josh. xi. 10) are current corruptions of ^Nom\ See on 
xviii. 1. 

xvii. 3. rrDTp may = nop, i.e. r&NDITP; see E. Bib., 
‘ Rekem.’ At any rate, rma (cp. W), ‘ Cherethite ’) comes 
from ram, and jtp from pnv, another of the independent 
modifications of Vrr (see on Josh. * iii., 2 S. xvii. 22).—4, 
MT. D^T^n. It is an old idea that the * ravens * should 
perhaps be 1 Arabians/ Though dismissed by Bochart, it 
appeared not impossible to Clericus, and it gives the most 
satisfactory sense (cp. Isa. xxi. 14). The ‘commanding* 
of the D-’m* corresponds with that of the iDD^n (v. 9). 
Cp. on Ttf, Judg. vii. 25.—9. See on xi. 26. 

Chap, xviii. 1. Both rntD and are found as cor¬ 
ruptions of Read probably 'doti, 1 in Ishmael * = 

in the Negeb. Cp. on xvii. 1 (end).—3 f VPTtt perhaps 
from irrn* = 'nT in*; cp. on Judg. ix. 26, 2 S. vi. 10. See 
on v . 13, from which, in its corrupt form, the statement in 
v, 4 is derived.—13. Read, ‘I hid of Yahw&'s prophets a 
hundred men [Ishmaelites] in Jerahmeel/ D^lDDn (in v. 4 
only once) comes most probably from (cp. on 

D-'mnn, Ezek. xxvii. 24); so also does am On m*D 
( = 'nr), see on 1 S. xxii. 1. This is a gloss. The closing 
words D'W onb are, agreeably to parallels (see, e.g, } on 

1 Another view is possible—that own here and elsewhere (e.g. 2 S. 
xxiv. 24, see p. 312) represents an original But the view adopted 

above is more probable ; cp. on v. 2 / [iv. 20]. y and n are sometimes 
confounded; cp. nnfcn, Isa. xxxix. 2 = yeah, 2 K. xx. 13. 
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iv. 7, xx. 27), three different corruptions of ^NDTTT. 

1 Obadiah’s’ talkativeness is now somewhat reduced. Cp. 
E . Bib. y col. 3860, note 6. 

xviii. 19. ‘ Mount Carmel 9 should be * the highlands 

of Jerahmeel,’ as often. For rfiND (twice over) read 

(fpNSDttr 1 ) ; a gloss (see on 2 K. xiv. 13, and cp. 

on Josh. xiv. 15). The Baal prophets were of 'Ar&b-jerah- 
meel. i.e. tshmaW' (see preceding note), is another 

gloss. (cp. on Isa. lxvi. 17), ix. ^NDflT, is yet another. 

jnblD probably comes from S* ’'©mn, ‘diviners of 
Jezebel/ Observe that in vv. 19, 25 @ has tjJ? al<ryyvr\<i 
(for MT/s ^irr), i.e, nt£an. This is probably not a con¬ 
temptuous substitute for W, but represents another reading, 
viz. rrtftDil, ‘ the Cushite goddess/ The N. Arabian consort 
of Baal-ashtor is meant Cp. on xv. 13, Jer. iii. 23 f 'DH 
and mBNi7 would be parallel. 

xviii. 21. Benz., Kittel, and Burney still repeat the 
same impossible explanations, in spite of Che. JQR> 1898, 
pp. 568 ff.y Jastrow,/i?Z, 1898, pp. 108 who have inde¬ 
pendently completed the solution begun by Klostermann. 
Surely D^QIND does not mean either ‘opinions’ or ‘knee- 
cavities ’ ( iyvvai ), and ‘ limping 9 for DTTDD is unsuitable (see 
below, on v. 26). Read D^BDH (Klo.), and render, ‘ How long 
will ye leap over both thresholds ? ’— ix. enter with the same 
scrupulous awe the sanctuaries of the two rival deities. Cp. 
on Zeph. i. 9, 1 S. v. 1-5, and E. Bib, y col. 5062. — 42. *inx v l. 
Cp. E . Bib^ col. 3824 f — 45 f The southern Jezreel is 
probably meant. 

xviii. 26. ’lnom, not ‘ limped,’ scornfully (Burney), but 
* danced/ See on 2 S. v. 16 (references). 

Chap. xix. 4 f MT. nnw nrih nnn. Benz, remarks, 
4 The intermediate clause 'w 'i nnn inn Nm is a later gloss ; 

v. $a Dm shows clearly that this broom plant had not 
previously been referred to/ Neither Benz, nor Kittel, nor 
even Burney, discusses the difficulty about the gender of 
Dm (fern, in v . 4, masc. in v. 5). The latter leaves v . 4 
untouched, but proposes to restore in v. 5, DD Jdm nDtm, on 
the ground that ‘ nn« Dm in the previous verse is simply 
transliterated, LXX . 9 P aOpev, Luc. padapxtv , 9 suggesting ‘ that 
the original text read i/cet alone, and that the remaining 
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words are a later insertion after MTV This is possible; OD 
fell, perhaps, out after jtt. But it does not affect the sense. 
On v. 4 critics have overlooked E. Bib., vol. ii. (1901), col. 
2647, where it is proposed to read rvnrri (ion). Of 

this, mnm at any rate both may be and is right. The word 
has, in fact, a triple representation. In nnn and nnM the 
letters n and n, in Dm the letters n and n are obviously 
preserved. The missing 1 may conceivably underlie one of 
the remaining letters. Further study, however, leads me to 
question ^roi (derived from Klo., who reads brjy-i, cp. 

xvii. 5)* The parallelism of Jon. iii. 2 (see note) suggests 
that or TH may come from jp^ Tn, i.e. ‘ towards Yaman 
(Jerahmeel)/ and this forcibly suggests correcting 'm S nnn 
into D'nim. In this case it will be best to omit ltD'i (iDtD'l), 
as an insertion from v. 5, just as in v . 5 we have to omit 
nnn as an insertion (corruptly written) from v. 4, and 
to regard Min as a corruption of Tis (a word very often 
corrupted). We thus get for v. 4, ]p? Tin inoi n^n Minn 
[omim 11 S[]i * And he himself went into the 
wilderness, towards Jerahmeel [Arabia of the Rehobothites], 
and he requested/ etc. Then, in v. 5, we have simply to 
make the omission indicated and read 'nan JTBTt JttPl IDDn, 
1 And he lay down, and slept, and behold/ etc. This is, at 
any rate, more like an authentic text than what we now 
have. 

xix. 8. All between nnum and nn is probably a 
transformation and deformation of the true text (note Pasek 
after TOl). Whatever view we take of the situation of 
Horeb, it cannot have taken Elijah * forty days and forty 
nights* to get there. The statement of time is specially 
strange after the words ‘ in the strength of that (divinely 
provided) food/ Wi. (GI i. 29, note) would omit the words 
in question as a later insertion. This, however, becomes 
unnecessary, now that we know how often $mM stands for 
ins, and omiM for D'lns, and that DV sometimes comes 
from (P^ (see preceding note), and nW? from ^mditv. nVoM, 
too, is suspicious. It is for ^Om, rr^M, ^DMO, says Burney 
(p. 209), and may be dialectical (N. Palestinian). Rather 
(like 'TOM in xviii. 19) nfrOM[rr] represents ^MDnr, and M'nrr 
has grown out of another fragment of the same word. Read 
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mn [^NOTT] nil TS ITOl ifm, ‘and he journeyed in 

his strength to Horeb the mount of the Arabians [Jerah- 
meel], Horeb.’ The probability is, that 'in, however 

fine a reading in itself, is not the true reading, and that the 
sacred mountain was originally called, sometimes the moun¬ 
tain of the Arabians, sometimes the mountain of Jerahmeel 
(dvt^n and rbh, both from ^NDITP). Cp. Ex. xxiv. 18, 
where the original story probably had D'OIV TO no>D Tn 
[f?NDrrr]; also on Ex. iii. I, iv. 27. It now becomes plain 
how @’s text came to be without the D'TtSn (= VlT) of MT. 

xix. 10, 14. Read with Kittel, Stade, etc. Tims (so ®). 
‘imi comes from a too early written TnnrrrD.—15. For 
'd7 read DBFD (or better an: tdin). ‘ Hazael,’ a N. Arabian 
name (see E . Bib., col. 3861, note 3). 

xix. 19. from as irpSw from 

IDDO? from nDS = nsm (see E. Bib., ‘ Shaphat,’ ‘ Shephatiah *). 
The difficulty felt by critics (eg. Kittel) in D$p disappears 
if ‘ Abel-meholah ’ (v. 16) is a place in the Negeb (see on 
Judg. vii. 22). 

Chap, xx, Ahab, suzerain of the king of Aram- 
cusham. Cp. Wi. GI i. 148, foot—1. The name Ben- 
hadad (see on xv. 18) was perhaps assigned to a king of 
Aram (Jerahmeel) when the true name was unknown. 
Now as to the ‘ thirty-two kings.’ Had Ben-hadad really 
so many kings about him? ‘Even if we give quite a 
modest meaning to the number is surprising’ (Kittel). 
In xxii. 31 we hear of * thirty-two captains of Benhadad’s 
chariots.* Has tradition magnified these captains into 
kings ? This view may seem to be favoured by v. 24 ; 
for this passage certainly appears to assume a connection 
between the * thirty-two kings ’ and the ‘ thirty-two captains.’ 
But the explanation is not correct; it is not exaggeration 
but textual corruption which has been at work, and it is 
in the number, not in the word ‘ king(s),’ that the error lies. 
The truth is that both and are current cor¬ 
rections of (cp. e.g. 2 S. xxiii. 24, 1 K. xii. 28). 

Again and again we find numerals in place of ethnics 
(see eg. on xix. 8), and this is another instance of the 
same phenomenon. Read 

Thus the king of Aram is accompanied by a N. Arabian 
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vassal called ‘king of Ishmael.’ For a parallel see on 
2 K. xvi. 5 (Isa. vii. i). The besieged city is Shimron 
(or Shamron) ; see on xvi. 24. 

xx. 12, 16. Omit D' 3 ^m mn in v. 12; also the 
whole of v. 16 (Kittel). 

xx. 15. Omit D-'ffiSffi'i Q^B), inserted from v. 16. 
xx. 20. ‘D^unDI gives no sense’ (Benz.). But DID 
and ODD are, as often, corrupt Read D^riDIS D'iD' t ?N, ‘to 
Cush(am) of the Zarephathites.’ 

xx. 23. Where was the YiUPD of Aram? Is the 
reference due to the recasting of the story by the re¬ 
dactor?—24. Is this verse a redactional insertion, to 
account for the thirty-two captains of chariots in xxii. 31 
(see above, on v. 1, and Benzinger)? But if so, why is 
JYirm used here instead of nann ”n® ? 

xx. 26. Aphek in the Negeb, whence the Arammites 
of Cusham made frequent attacks on Shimron. Cp. on 
Josh. xiii. 4, Judg. i. 31, 1 S. iv. 1.—27. 'h'bi, from 
Q^Mom’ (gloss on din). See on 1 K. iv. 7.—29 f. Kittel, 
Stade, and Haupt point out the difficulties. The boldest 
solution is that of Haupt, who reads in v. 30 b, “Qn m Nl v i, 
‘ and entered a conjugal chamber.’ Clearly, we must search 
further, and with our present clue we can hardly go far 
wrong. In v. 29 b, 'an rmo comes from *?Nonr[l] 
^NDTTT> JO'!, ‘ in Jerahmeel of Gilead, in Yaman of Jerahmeel,’ 
a geographical gloss on npDN, v. 30. After npDN supply 
perhaps tW ?d (2 S. xx. 15), i.e. ‘and (the Israelites) 

cast up a mound.’ The second D'nman indicates that the 
preceding words, in their true form, are a gloss on that word. 
Read D^NSDUn cnDN, i.e. those who were left were Asshurites 
and Ishmaelites (the N. Aram is thus excluded). The 
second (v. 30 b, cp on xix. 13 [W?]) has come from 

^NDrrP ; TITO Tm is probably a corruption of ~rrrrp. See, 
however, E. Bib., 1725 (top). 

Chap. xxi. 1. maa; see E. Bib., ‘Naboth.’—27. 

Here are two difficulties, (i) We 
do not hear elsewhere of sleeping in sackloth; and (2) 
DM 'm ‘gives no tolerable sense’ (Benz.). The text is 
corrupt ?HDm' dnpDl (D*in).—Cp. Am. vii. 13, where 
(the southern) Bethel is called T^D'BTipD, i.e. 'rrr (see 
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ad loc.). Elijah, does not, like Amos, reject this great 
southern sanctuary. 

Chap. xxii. 3. The name Ramath, doubtless, belonged 
to different Jerahmeelite settlements. This Ramoth or 
Ramath was probably a border-city in the southern 
Gilead.—6. cm tying mw. Read £ ?nsd»' 1 The 

prophets came from the whole region of 'Arab-jerahmeel. 
Cp. on xviii. 19.—8, 11. The names are Negeb names. 
We infer this partly from the form of the names, partly 
from the occurrences.—26. ^dTT p, i.e. ‘ son of Jerahmeel.’ 
See E. Bib., ‘ Hammelech.’ 

xxii. 28. O' 1 ?? isptp Uprin Not in (g. Most 

suppose that this (see Mic. i. 2) is the gloss of an early 
reader who identified the two prophets. But why not 
investigate the text before imputing such stupidity or 
ignorance to an early reader? Each of the above four 
words is one of the current corruptions of ethnics, 1 and 
4 of ‘Jerahmeel,’ 2 of ‘ Ishmael’ and 3 of ‘ Arammim.’ 
Originally ‘Jerahmeel, Ishmael’ may have stood in the 
margin to explain who the enemies of Ahab were.—31. 
Omit DMUTi i.e. D^NSDUT 1 (see on xx. 1) ; a gloss. 

xxii. 34. hanV can hardly mean ‘artlessly’ (a^e\5?, 
<&*■) or ‘ with a good aim ’ {evaro^m, ® BA ). Sion frequently 
( e.g. 2 S. xv. 20) is a corruption of Sn^GCY 1 or ^nd)TP. 
This enables us to explain 'ior6 here and [ojonf? in 2 S. 
xv. 11 (see ad loc.). It was ‘ a man of Ishmael ’ who let go 
the fatal shaft. —pnmn pan D'pnrr pa. cpXT is obscure ; the 
most recent explanation ‘armour’ (Barnes, J. of Theol. 
Stud. Jan. 1903, pp. 266 ff.) is scarcely better than its 
predecessors. Shall we read [D’pilD pa] Dpi - ) pa, where the 
second phrase would be a gloss on the first? Cp. Dt. 
xxviii. 35, where read for DYrian, DplTT. 

xxii. 38. <3 adds iaan, an interpretative 

addition (so also in xxi. 19). Benz, and Kittel omit the 
words as a late writer’s tasteless insertion. But such 
hypotheses are generally made without a previous criticism 
of the text 3 T or 32 (cp. pa) is frequently the kernel of 
a corruption of fjNSDDT*; cp. on rmt (@ BL ), applied to 
Jeroboam’s mother, xi. 26, while -nan (cp. iam) and ana 
(see Ezek. xxvii. 18) are most probably corruptions of 
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. It is therefore plausible to read ‘ in 

Ishmael and Ashhur/ and to regard this as a perfectly 
correct gloss on ‘ all the cities that he built (v. 39). 

xxii. 47 f Here the old and the new methods of 
criticism come into direct conflict That the text is 
corrupt is generally admitted, but most take the easy 
course of correcting into iiBtt on the authority of 

Kr., the versions, and several MSS., and reading -fbon :r&n 
'liT* (so Stade, Benz., Kit., and nearly Klo.). The sense 
that results is by no means natural. ‘ In Edom there 
was no king/ leads us to expect information respecting 
the government of Edom, not the construction of ships, 
or of a ship, by a ‘ deputy * of whom we know nothing. 
The argument that the versions all presuppose ntDS would 
be more important if this were not the easier reading. But 
who does not know how often alters already corrupt 
readings by conjecture? The results of a keener criticism 
seem to me to be these:—(1) p« probably comes from 
D'Ofr&D, ie. (2) nsa D'HN and -im are probably 

slightly different names of the same place; the former 
comes from httonw (for cp. paas = the 

latter from yv> fwsotD'' (for again cp. psis, and for 
nm, see on iv. 19, 2 K. xv. 25). (3) toDtmrr possibly 

comes from tamo (cp. Ezek. xxvii. 29), a gloss. 

(4) -itDS and BFttnn come from and *int2?N respectively 
(see on x. 22); on this, HTDIM is a gloss. (5) nVDN 
represents rp 3 «l. (6) Lastly, we must prefix (or 

the like). Thus we get the thoroughly suitable sense, 
4 And he gathered together mariners in Aram-ishmael 
[those that handle the oar] to go to Ashhur [to Ophir] for 
gold ; but they went not ( m obn vh ')), for the ship (miNii) 
was wrecked at Ishmael of Arabia/ 
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CHAP. i. 2-16. Here, too, it is evident that the prophetic 
narrator believes the chief residence of the kings of Israel to 
be at Shimron in the Negeb. Elijah the Tishbite (Shepha- 
thite = Zarephathite) meets the messengers of the ‘ king of 
Shimron,’ who are on their way to a sanctuary beyond the 
limits of the Israelite territory in the Negeb, to inquire of 
the Ishmaelite ( = Jerahmeelite) Baal (cp. on Jer. vii. 18) 
whether the king will recover from his illness. The narrator 
also believes that there is no sanctuary of Baal on Israelite 
soil, whereas 1 K. xvi. 32 tells us that Ahab had built a 
house of Baal in Shimron (cp. Am. viii. 14), and there is 
strong probability (see on Am. vii. 13) that Baal was wor¬ 
shipped in the temple at the southern Bethel. JVips, here as 
elsewhere (see on 1 S. v. 1 o), has arisen out of a corruption 
of ^onr. Tilt S$1 comes from Silt S$l, and Silt (as in 
the case of the proper name, Judg. ix. 28 ; cp. also SlTrt 
and Stpn) has arisen out of Sn$dd\ (Cp. TOD for 'ottT in 
viii. 21.) Other views are given in £. Bib., * Baalzebub/ but 
it is hardly possible to defend them against the text-critical 
arguments. ‘Zebul’ is one of the recognised types of 
textual corruption, and as an element in a name must 
= Ishmael. The short and simple refutation that Silt 
instead of lilt has only the sanction of Sym. (/ 8 ee\£e/ 3 ov\) is 
of no value against the evidence from the habits of the 
scribes. See E. Bib., col. 3862. 

Chap. ii. 1-18. That the scene is in the Negeb is shown 
in E. Bib., col. 3862 /.; ‘Gilgal* indicates a Jerahmeelite 
city ; Bethel is the southern Bethel; 4 Jericho * and ‘Jordan 9 
have arisen out of popular corruptions of * Jerahmeel/ which 
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had acquired an independent existence, and consequently 
were separate, distinctive names. For the latter, cp. on 
2 K. vi. 1, vii. 15. The or even perhaps ina of Jerah- 
meel, was probably ‘ the river of Misrim ’ (Gen. xv. 18 ; see 
note). Cp. on 2 K. v. 12. In v. 8 is corrupt; cp. on 
Ezek. xxvii. 24, Ps. cxxxix. 16. Read ^NDITP, a gloss on 
D'DiT boi corrupt in Judg. viii. 21. In v. 12 •on was 
repeated by inadvertence. Read, however, ; Elisha 
exclaims, ‘ I behold the chariots of Israel and his horsemen.’ 

ii. 23. The mocking speech is not recorded; mp nSs 
probably comes from *?NDrrr, a gloss on TWT. The city was 
Jerahmeel (hardly Jericho ?). 

Chap. iii. 4. It was most probably Missor which David 
conquered (see on 2 S. viii. 2), and of which Mesha (stO'Q = 
£ ?NVDtD '0 was king. The strange statement in v. 4 that 
Mesha was a npb (see Driver on Am. i. 1), and paid a tribute 
(X'tDrr, frequentative) of 100,000 lambs and 100,000 rams ‘ in 
wool ’ has caused some trouble, and with all Stade’s critical 
experience he can find no remedy. Benzinger finds something 
disparaging in ipb; Klost thinks the term intimates that 
Mesha was by contract the king of Israel’s sheep-master (cp. 
1 Chr. xxvii. 29-31). The modems (following Tg.) suppose 
the lambs and the rams to have been a yearly tribute; < 3 , 
however (iv Tjj ivavaaraa-ei), represents the requisition as a 
punishment for Mesha’s rebellion. But one can hardly doubt 
that, as so often, the numbers are due to the misunderstand¬ 
ing of a scribe or editor, by whom, indeed, the whole passage 
has been transformed. Read, probably— 

: ^Nonr-n+ip n-'icm nma rrn -mo qSo sttro-i 

3 N 1 D for -TOD is a common error ; ids, at the end, represents 
-iko, an early correction of nwio. ipa comes easily from 
nrm (or riDia); riND and q^n are both perfectly 
regular distortions of ; □’>13 comes from imp. To 

‘ push ’ is to gain a victory over any one (Ps. cxviii. 13; cp. 
JIM, I K. xxii. 11). Ahab ‘pushed’ Mesha so hard that he 
had to restore the cities of Jerahmeel which had previously 
been occupied by Israel. 

iii. 8 f Read din 1270. Very possibly, too, dvtn, 
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throughout this narrative, should be D’jh. See on viii. 22, 
1 K. xxii. 47. 

iii. 25. In v. 25 a we hear of the stopping up of the 
fountains and the felling of the fruit-trees; what is to be 
expected in b ? Klost., Benz., and Kittel suppose a reference 
to the fact that only a single city remained untaken. ® 
(Luc.) inserts na\ e^eceiaav tov M coafi, and continues eco? 
tov fir) KaraXiireiv \idov kt\. From this Klost. extracts 
'n Vp 'BWH DH ”9 TMffin vb "12. Against this see E. Bib., 

‘ Kir-heres,’ where it is proposed to read Sams “iN^n wf? IS 
nurm or nann Tpi (*b tk with <fg L and Tg. Jon.). 

Certainly ‘ the men of Kir-hareseth ’ is not in place; ‘ the 
citadel ’ would be better, but after the mention of the * choice 
trees ’ we expect to hear of the destruction of the grapes (cp. 
Isa. xvi. 7). ^3 U)h seems to have dropped out owing to its 

containing two of the letters of iN»rr, and one which is easily 
confounded with the closing letter of that word. But to 
emend 'n Tp into n»7n mp is not enough, though 
Lagrange ( Revue biblique, Oct. 1901, p. 529) and Nestle 
(ZATW, 1901, pp. 327 ff.) incline to nmin (as suggested 
in E. Bib., col. 2676), and © in Isaiah favours this view. 
The former thinks that the place originally bore the name 
nrnp. The truth, however, most probably is that both 
‘ Heres ’ (wherever this name occurs) and ‘ Hareseth ’ are cor¬ 
ruptions of nnffiN, * Ashhur ’ (a district or region in the Negeb). 
Cp. on Judg. i. 34, Isa. xix. 18, also on Isa. xvi. 7, where, as 
here, ‘Kir-hareseth’ should most probably be Kir-ashhur. 
ntmn in Judg. iv. 2 probably comes from nni&N (so also, 
indeed, does hid'd). 

iii. 27. Sacrifice of children, a N. Arabian practice (cp. 
on Jer. ii. 34). 

Chap. iv. 8 . ‘Shunem.’ In the Negeb (see on 1 S. 
xxviii. 4). The parallelism between the Shunem story of 
Elisha and the Zarephath story of Elijah thus becomes even 
closer, the southern Shunem and Zarephath not being very 
far apart—34. inPI. Read Tliinil; see E. Bib., col. 3824, 
top, and cp. Nestle, Exp.T, Jan. 1903, also on 1 K. xvii. 21. 

iv. 42. * Baal-shalishah.’ Identified with Kh. Sirlsia, 

13 m. from Lydda. But the true scenes of the traditional 
activity of Elijah and Elisha have been much mistaken. 
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Where the ‘ land of Shalishah ’ (i S, ix. 4) was, there, of 
course, was Baal-shalishah. It was an Ephraimite place, as 
the biblical geographers rightly say; but the Ephraim was 
the southern Ephraim. ‘ Shalishah ’ ( = Laishah, Isa. x. 30), 
like Sha’ul (see on Gen. xlvi. 10) and Ishmael, was a name 
connected with the Negeb.—hn'bpsa bp-p> See E. Bib., 
‘ Sack.’ presupposes Q->S3T) (cp. 1 S. xxv. 18) ; ‘ cakes of 
figs ’ would be quite suitable here. But we can hardly say 
with Klost. that D^blTi = bairn, and that @(B) omits labpsi. 
It is MT. which has dropped n^blYi. ; 22 'in probably 
represents bNJiDBT P2 (see on pbs, 2 S. xxiii. 37) bpij, ‘to 
Carmel of the Ishmaelites,’ a geographical gloss. ‘ Carmel ’ 
(as in 1 K. xviii. 42, etc.) = ‘har Yerahme’el’; Gilgal (see 
on ii. 1) was in the Israelite territory in the Negeb; in fact, 
whether we place the temporary residence of Elisha at Gilgal 
or at Carmel makes no difference. Either term probably 
indicates the same well-defined district in the highlands of 
Jerahmeel. The renderings ‘ garment ’ (Tg., Pesh.), ‘ sack ’ or 
1 wallet 1 (Tg.) are pure guesses, even though philology has 
been called upon to give them a degree of plausibility. 
On (® A , fia/ceWed, see Lagarde, Mitteil. i. 212 ; Arm. Stud. 
§ 333 . but note that $auaXaff in some MSS. of = MT.’s 
rnbsn, I S. x. 2, where 'bs, like nob® has to be grouped 
with bNJ>D»\ 

Chap. v. 1-27. The healing of Naaman, general of the 
king of Aram ( = Jerahmeel). As suggests (icai 6 
avdpairos r\v \errp6<}), b?rj 1121 forms no part of the original 
text. We cannot, however, say that it is a gloss on trm 
bru, which, in fact, requires no gloss. Read rrn town 
"!?p [>bNpnv]; 'nr is a gloss on 12a. The key to the 
passage is supplied by 1 S. ix. 1, where f n represents 
■'bNDnT, a gloss on ’O'C, and by passages (xv. 5, 1 K. 
xi. 26, 2 S. ii. 18) in which siSD, mm2, mils are corruptions 
of ■'ISO, rrisp; cp. also on vi. 32, 1 K. vii. 14, xvii. 9, and 
see E. Bib., cols. 2404, note 2, 5243, 5414. The passage 
is partly important as showing the early date of the con¬ 
fusion between <raa and ’120. Possibly there was an 
Israelitish story that the D'nsa were lepers (cp. Manetho on 
the Exodus, Jos. c. Ap. i. 26 /). At the same time it is 
plain from this confusion that the Elisha-narratives, in a form 
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resembling the present, arose long after the supposed period 
of the events. For this confusion is not an error of com¬ 
paratively minor importance; it is the real parent of the 
narrative. If Naaman was not a leper, the whole story of 
his intercourse with Elisha falls to pieces. But though 
relatively recent, the narrative was clearly written by some 
one who knew that Elisha’s sphere of activity was in the 
Negeb. This appears from the contrast in v. 12 (MT.) 
between ‘ Dammesek ’ and ‘ Israel.’ We have no right to 
assume that ‘Damascus’ was occasionally the name of a 
country. From other passages, critically viewed, we know 
that p©m is often miswritten for D©”D, or rather anD'DlN. 
Now ‘Cusham’ (or rather Aram-cush) is the name of a 
N. Arabian region. Consequently the author of this nar¬ 
rative, though he misread mso for ■'120 in some earlier 
writing or collection of anecdotal stories, was aware that 
Naaman was a southern Aramaean, and that Elisha was 
a prophet of the Negeb. In fact, Naaman’s name, with 
which compare Naam, ben Caleb, and Naamah, bath Lamech 
( = Jerahmeel), marks him out as a N. Arabian. It is no 
objection to this view that the region in which Elisha dwells 
is called ‘the land of Israel.’ For the Negeb was the 
earliest land of Israel, the land where the patriarchs were 
reputed to have lived and to have been buried, the land 
containing the most sacred mountain and the most venerated 
sanctuaries of Yahwfe. There, too, was the favourite resid¬ 
ence of the kings of Israel; the king as well as the greatest 
prophet of Israel is represented as dwelling in Shimron. 

v. 3. Point ]YiDBj. By ‘Shimron,’ however, is meant 
here, not the place called Shimron, but the Israelitish 
Negeb (cp. 1 K. xiii. 32, 2 K. xvii. 26, xxiii. 19). See on 
v. 24.—10, 14. For ]T !!3 read Wtpnr?. One of the D'bm 
or miTO of the Negeb is meant. See on ii. 6, Gen. 1. 11. 

v. 11. See ‘Addenda.’—12. The rmrn of Aram-cush, 
according to Naaman, are ‘better’ than any of the streams 
of the land of Israel. Their names are given as Abanah 
or Amanah and Parpar. The problem of the ‘rivers of 
Damascus’(?) thus becomes geographically shifted. Two 
points are highly probable. 1. We may regard ‘ Amanah ’ as 
one of the many independent popular distortions of ‘ Jerah- 
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meel,’ and connect * Parpar ’ with ‘ Ephrath ’ or ‘ Perath.’ Cp. 
on Gen. xv. 18. 2. The region called pmm, or rather Qj^-DIN, 

is that which, in the Paradise story, is called ufta, and said to 
adjoin gan 'edert. Among the four rivers (im) of gan 'eden 
are Hiddekel, or, rather Jerahmeel, and Perath or Ephrath. 
These two streams correspond with Amanah and Parpar. 
No wonder, then, that Naaman insists on the special sanctity 
of his own streams. Evidently he does not hold that the 
stream called Jerahmeel belonged to the Israelitish territory 
in the Negeb. (What * Negeb ’ means, we do not for 
certain know; see, however, Winckler, Gesch. Isr., ii. 184, 
note 2). We cannot state what river-names of our own 
day correspond with these ancient names. — 13* MM is 
surely not from dm dm (Kittel), but from a dittographed 

vm 

v. 18 f. pen, to the redactor, no doubt, the (Canaanite, 
Babylonian, and Assyrian) Ramman, but properly the name 
of the god of Aram—an early corruption of worm Cp. Zeph. 
i. s, and E. Bib., ‘ Rimmon.’—22. d^dm The southern 

Ephraim is meant; the highlands of Jerahmeel were the 
great prophetic centre (see E. Bib., ‘ Prophet,’ §§ 6, 13).— 

JY]D3. No learning can explain this satisfactorily; see 
on Gen. xxxv. 16 (xlviii. 7). The key is supplied by rro 
(1 K. xvii. 3) and vnD (1 S. xxx. 14); cp. also <& B ek 
Befipada rf)<; 7^?. mi3 and BeftpaQa both come from naan, 
i.e. mm TH; 3*1 (m) fell out, as if dittographed. JHM 
either comes from T 'S, and this (as in ts S, Gen. x. 11) 
from anjj, or from *iko. The sense is, ‘he went towards 
Arabian Rehoboth.’ 

v. 24. Benz, remarks that <3 (tncoreivov) con¬ 

founds bna with f?DM. But this implies that is correct. 
In E. Bib., col. 3513, n^san is suggested (the stairs leading 
to Gehazi’s chamber). This is at least a step in the right 
direction. For most probably (like in Mic. iv. 8 

and elsewhere, and *|^M often) comes ultimately from 
^>Nom\ We have seen already that the much-disputed 
has this origin, and means ‘ acropolis ’ (see on 1 K. 
ix. 15). It may perhaps be the acropolis of Shimron that 
is here meant In Mesha’s inscr., II. 21 f. (cp. Cooke, pp. 
2/.), nmp, and Sds may all be synonyms for the 
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acropolis, and all ultimately have the same origin, may 
be a constant scribe’s and stone-cutter’s error. 

Chap. vi. 2. ‘ Let us go to Jordan,’ i.e. to the plain of 

the Jordan (Benz. Kittel). Read rather ^NDrrp; cp. on 
ii. 1-18, vii. 15. Forest or jungle-land extended to the 
* river of Jerahmeel,’ ue. the stream bordering the Negeb, but 
commonly regarded (see on v. 12) as belonging to Aram- 
cush. 

vi. 8. Read f?NonT DipD-Sw, ‘ at a place in Jerahmeel ’ 
(i.e. in the Israelite Negeb). Cp. on Ruth iv. i, I S. xxi. 3. 

vi. 13. There was a Dothan in the Negeb (see on Gen. 
xxxvii. 17). Evidently it was near Shimron. The northern 
Dothan was not near Samaria; a distance of 10 m. will 
certainly not suit w. 19 f 

vi. 25. For -non fflfO it is plausible to read D’BTJJ? iph, 
and for O'av 'in to read O'OVin, ‘ pods of the carob tree.’ 
See Expos. July 1899, p. 33 ; E. Bib., cols. 1130, 1980, and 
cp. on 2 K. xviii. 27. The existing text (however well 
attested) is impossible. Winckler {Krit. Schr. ii. 35) accepts 
n?h, and Stade Q-ann. P. Haupt’s objection to non (in 
Kings, SBOT) seems to me answered by himself. At the 
same time, it is a singular fact that nearly all the words in 
v. 25 b occur again and again in corrupt passages. It is 
almost certain that v. 2$b is made up of geographical glosses, 
stating where Shimron was. Read' —^Non~p non ts 

□$-> 'oara D'fworrp ys d$i 'ott-a 

That is, ‘ a city of Hamath (Maacath), Asshur-jerahmeel, 
in Ishmael-cusham, Jerahmeelite Arabia, in Ishmael-cusham.’ 
It is becoming plain that at a comparatively late period in 
the development of our Kings, it was known that Shimron 
was in the N. Arabian border-land. Cp. on xviii. 2 yb. 

vi. 32 f. tnnprT-]^. Who is the murderer? Jehu 
(Kuenen)? Cp. Hos. i. 4. Or is it the reigning king 
himself; the faults of the son being imputed to the father 
(Winckler) ? Surely neither view is satisfactory. The case 
is exactly parallel to 2 S. xix. 23, ‘ What have I to do with 
you, ye sons of Misri?’ For ratio read rri2D (cp. rails 
from -nso, note on 2 S. ii. 13, and see on v. 1-27. The 
Misrites must have been noted for their fierceness. The 
‘Misrite woman’ referred to is presumably Jezebel (1 K. 
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xvi. 31); the king, her son, is Jehoram.—In ^.33 read, of 
course, with all recent critics (cp. Burney). Cp. Kittel 
( SBOT) on 1 Chr. xxi. 20, and note in Ges.-Bu., s.v . 

Chap. vii. 6. A large survey of text-critical facts is 
here indispensable. Not the kings of the Hittites, but the 
kings of the Rehobothites are meant, and not the kings of 
the N. Syrian Musri (Hommel, Winckler, followed by Benz., 
Kittel, Burney), but those of Musri in N. Arabia are meant. 
These were the nearest allies whom Israel could obtain. 
See, however, Winckler, Krit. Schriften , ii. 16 f 

vii. 15. Read bNDrrp-*T$ (see on ii. 1-18, vi. 2). The 
stream of Jerahmeel may be meant. 

Chap. viii. 1 ff\ Elisha (who lives at Shimron) sends 
the Shunammitess (see on iv. 8, 2 S. xxviii. 4) out of the land 
because of a famine which he predicts. So she goes into 
the land of the Zarephathites (* Philistines ’) for some years, 
and then returns. Cp. the story of Ruth, and E . Bib., 
* Shunem.* 

viii. 7 ff. Elisha, Damascus, Hazael; so Elijah, 

Damascus, Hazael (1 K. xix. 15). 1 Damascus* comes from 

4 Cusham 1 ; Hazael (see on 1 K. l.c.) is a N. Arabian 
name. In v. 12 the close of the description, as given in 
MT. and <©, is too highly coloured ; the redactor has pro¬ 
duced it out of a corrupt text. Read n 

Cp. on xv. 1 6 b, Am. i. 13, Hos. xiv. 1, 
Isa. xiii. 16. On *i:dd in v. 15 Benz, remarks, * What the 
makber is, we do not know.* True, because the word is 
non-existent. <@ L , Aq., Sym. give to arp&pba, i.e. 

Cp. on T1D, i S. xix. 13, 16. So E. Bib., col. 510. 

viii. 20-24. Stade, whom Burney unfortunately over¬ 
looks, has done the most for this passage, on which he 
remarks that few passages are so well adapted to impress 
us with the problematical character of most conjectures on 
the MT. But his own recent article (ZATW, 1901, pp. 
337 ff-)* which partly corrects, partly supplements, his note 
in GVI i. 537, can hardly be called decisive in its results. 
A somewhat new point of view, which presupposes a fuller 
study of the habits of the scribes, and a recognition of at 
least the most obvious of the textual references to N. 
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Arabian interferences in the affairs of Judah, is shown by 
his paper to be urgently required. From such a point of 
view we seem to reach the following result, beginning by 
taking a hint from <§’s avefir). 2 nmn-bm nymp DTT fwi 
'in 'IB nsl [dim] ’O’l. Observe that 

rhb Dp HirrTPl has arisen out of a badly written cor¬ 
ruption of D^NDrrT, which should have been the subject of 
*D v i, but was written too soon, and that TlDiT (which 
has caused Stade so much trouble) has come from 
(TlD often covers over Thus it was not Joram 

who defeated the Arammites, but the Arammites who routed 
the Israelites. We must also read DIN for DhlN in v. 20 
(cp. on iii. 8 /). Missor may be a N. Arabian town, and 
is perhaps the of Josh. xv. 54 (see E. Bib ., * Zior*). 

CHAP. ix. 2. Jehu, who attains distinction in the war 
with the southern Arammites, is called ‘son of Jehoshaphat, 
son of Nimshi.’ ‘Shaphat* (1 K. xix. 19) no doubt repre¬ 
sents ‘ Zephath 1 or ‘ Zarephath’; for the prefix ') 7 V> see on 
1 K. xxii. 42. Nimshi = Ishmin = Ishmael (^nsdOF). Prob¬ 
ably Jehu (like Joab) was a native of the Negeb, which was 
the home and nursery of bold adventurers. 

ix. 25. ipil. Probably for ipTJl, lyrft ( see on 
1 K. iv. 9). Pesh., ip7 11. Saul’s son had a guerilla leader 
named Rechab (2 S. iv. 2), and Jehu himself was in covenant 
with Jehonadab, ben Rechab (x. 15). But cp. E . Bib., 
‘ Bidkar.’ 

ix. 27. osSl'-rw 1DN Tft-il^Dl. The geography has 
to be revised. Gur-baal in 2 Chr. xxvi. 7 is the name of a 
place inhabited by Arabians ; Dozy explained it as = Gedor- 
baal (enclosure of Baal), but more probably it is a corruption 
of Jerahmeel. Ma e aleh-gur may receive a similar explana¬ 
tion. An independent corruption of the same name is, no 
doubt, ‘ Ibleam ’ {letc^Xaafjb, @ B ). This place is generally 
(and rightly) identified wth the ‘ Bileam * of 1 Chr. vi. 55, 
which is one of the Levitical cities of Manasseh. We must 
not, however, hastily infer that the ‘ Bileam ’ intended is 
Bel'ameh, a little S. of Jenin (cp. on xv. 10). There is 
good reason to think that here, as in some other cases, the 
Chronicler (like P) has used geographical documents which 
referred to the Negeb, but which he wrongly supposed to 
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ix. 34 


refer to N. Israel. Certainly, in Gen. xiv. 24, Aner, with 
which Bileam is grouped in Chr., is a Hebronite (i.e. Reho- 
bothite) name. Not improbably it comes from panf-irQ], 
better known as "p»n (Taanach). 'mo here, as again and 
again elsewhere, comes from Siao (cp. on xxiii. 29), a 
decidedly Jerahmeelite name. Lastly, as to )qn-rP 3 . The 
critics rightly identify this with oiajrpy, Josh. xix. 21, but it 
needs to be added that the list of Issacharite names in Josh, 
xix. 18-22 seems to have been derived from a list of Negeb 
names. Were the names originally Negeb names, but 
transferred by the Issacharites ? At any rate, a Beth- 
gannim or En-gannim may safely be said to have existed 
in the Negeb. Most probably the true form is Beth-guni 
(■q^-rva) or Ir-guni (’•33-np). Cp. on Gen. xlvi. 24. 

ix. 34-37. Whether this is the original story seems 
doubtful. Did the dogs really leave the feet and the 
palms of the hands ? The text may have been recast. 
rblbl may possibly come from (cp. on r by, Am. i. 6, 
Ob. 20), from. D">Ti£u (cp. D’Wi, the home of a 

Gileadite, 2 S. xvii. 27), D'T JTID3 from ^NDITP man 
(Tappuah = Nephtoah, an important place in the Negeb). 
There may have been a movement of those friendly to 
Ahab and Jezebel, which Jehu had to crush. This would 
help further to explain the cruelties referred to in x. 1-8. 
Observe that in 1 K. xxi. 17 ff. the reference to the fate 
of Jezebel is plainly a redactional insertion. In our passage, 
w. $6 f. may also be redactional. 

Chap. x. i. The gloss-theory has here been overdone 
by Stade (ZATW, 1885, pp. 279/, also ‘ Kings’ in SBOT). 
As Kittel points out, v. 1 b could hardly form the be¬ 
ginning of a narrative. Add to this, that the section 
abounds in words which create more or less difficulty to 
the interpreter, and which are among those which most 
frequently come into MT. through corruption. This is 
already the case with v. la. Kittel would alter awitA 
into 7 ^d b. This is a violent step, and it does not achieve 
its object. For Jehoram can scarcely have had seventy 
sons. Comparing note on the second Iniin and on Judg. 
xii. 14, it is best to read (v. 1 a)'piotS} ^Nonv "qq. 

This must be a fragment of a passage relative to the 
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existence in Shimron of a royal body-guard consisting of 
Jerahmeelites or Ishmaelites. The reference in v. ib to 
‘ Jezreel 1 is wrong ; read (with @ L , Benz., Kit, E . Bib . 2355, 
and Burney) T*n v ito —rmna D’ODNiT Probably 

insert /n (<® l , Klo., Benz., Kit., Burney). This, however, 
is not enough. Kittel and (virtually) Benz, would change 
rmnN into But has also to be questioned. 

In v. 5 is || to D'Optn. Evidently the word (®, 

oi TtOrjvoi) is wrong, and remembering TOON, cor¬ 

ruptions of f?ND)TP (see on v. 12, 1 K. xi. 26, xvii. 9), we 
should most probably read [f?NDnT D-po*;, ‘ Yamanites ’ 
(gloss, ‘sons of Jerahmeel’) ; so, in v. 5, D'OOTT.—In v . 6 
tIPN D'untD should be (see on v. 1 a )—a gloss on 

the text underlying the following words T3H 
orrm d^tid, ie. [rpspo Bnyfa] 1^0 D’ny^srruji. The 
royal princes were guarded by Gileadites from Arabia (cp. 
on xv. 25).—In v . 7 (underlying BFn is a 

gloss on dtp^n.—I n v. 11, for rvny\ TOWl read 

Wpl VDIN'i 1 his Gileadites, his Arammites, and his 

Rentes.*—The southern Shimron and Jezreel are referred to. 

x. 12-14. DWffT TpJrrra, TpJrrro. ‘Certainly “Beth- 
Eked of the shepherds on the way ” still remains obscure * 
(Kittel). A solitary building is generally thought to be 
meant. In E . Bib., ‘Beth-eked/ it is proposed to read 
D’Tprrra, and to take own as a gloss on the somewhat 
rare word b. Prof. Torrey, it is true, thinks nps the last 
word to suspect ( Amer . Journ. of Theol. , 1900, in review 
of E. Bib.) t but on what ground? The discovery of the 
frequent corruption of ^ndjtp, however, opens up fresh 
possibilities or probabilities, nps in 1 Chr. ii. 27, D*np in 
D’HplD (Am. i. 1), and dw in Am. i. 2 all come from 
^nd/TP. How probable, therefore, it is that *rpjrro (cp. 
rnp*) comes from bnoirmc% and that DTO (= 'nr) was 
originally a correction of the miswritten word *rps! This 
suits the view of the revolution of Jehu as an event which 
occurred in the Negeb, which a combination of reasons 
forces upon us. Should we not read 'rrpTPl TT 71 ?—13. 
trbtA. All the versions agree. But such an elliptical 
expression is very improbable. Doubtless we should read 
bwaarh, ‘to Ishmael, i.e. Beth-ishmael or B.-jerahmeel, 
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one of the chief places in the Negeb (cp. on 2 S. xv. 17). 
'w m may be a gloss on —14. For 

am D\ 3 ttn read D'ans, glosses on ipr; cp. D^inn 

(= 'rrr) in 12. Cp. on Judg. xii. 14, 2 S. xxiii. 18. 

x. 15. Note the alliance between Jehu and the 
Rechabites, whose haunts were in the Negeb. ‘Nadab’ 
is a N. Arabian name (see E. Bib., ‘ Nadab,* * Nodab *). 
The prefix VT^rr = 'm\ The original text probably 
stated that Jehonadab was a man of the Negeb, an 
may come from ‘an Ishmaelite* (i.e. Jerahmeelite), 

a gloss. The usual explanation (see eg. Burney) is hardly 
natural. 

x. 22. nnn^orr. The sense ‘wardrobe’ has no sound 
basis. rr|mVn is plausible; the worshippers would collect 
in the hall of the temple (1 S. ix. 22). See E . Bib., 
‘ Vestry.’ Now, however, that we know that the N. Arabian 
god is called in the O.T. not only but ^onT (see 

eg. on Zeph. i. 5), it is difficult not to suppose that nnn^D 
comes from m^D, i.e. and to restore rra. 

Cp. ® B , tc 3 €7ri tov oikov M eaBaaX [MeX. 0 aa\, see Kittel], 
x. 25 ff. See Klost. (followed in E. Bib., col. 2356, 
note 5); Stade, ZATW , 1885, pp. 278 f; Lagrange, 
Rel. Sim. 204, note 3. In v. 25 represents 

probably a gloss on D'n, which (see on xi. 4) 

comes from D'n!n2. Cp. the case of fnsrr (1 S. 

xvii. 26, 36), where ^*rT == 'rrm, a gloss on TiB&B. See 
E. Bib., col. 3812, note 2.—In v. 26 read jrrftip’p, for 
mEntm.—In v. 27 for nnso read n3|p (see 1 K. xvi. 33); 
so Stade, Benz., Kit., Burney.—In v. 27 for ntfinnS (so 
Kt.) read probably rrannp (Ezek. xxix. 12). 

x. 32 f. Hazael is a N. Arabian king, and the land 
which he covets is the Negeb. He makes devastating 
inroads into all the territory of Israel in the Negeb, ‘ from 
(the wady or stream of) Jerahmeel eastward, all the land 
of Gilead,* and this southern Gilead is further defined as 
1 the Gadite (region), the Reubenite, and the Manassite, from 
Aroer (?) which is by the wady of Arnon (?), both Gilead 
and Cushan.’ ]tm for jam (see on Num. xxi. 33) is a common 
error. Gad, Reuben, and Manasseh were partly settled in 
the Negeb. Cp. on Dt. iii. 15-17, 2 S. xxiv. 5-7, 2 K. xiv. 
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25, 28 ; note also ‘ben-Gadi’ (?), the name of a successful 
usurper, a native of the Negeb, xv. 14. 

Chap. xi. i. Plausible as it is to explain rr6nv 
‘ Yah we is great, or high’ (cp. Ass. etellu, E. Bib., col. 
380), the daughter of Jezebel ( = Ishmael) ought to have 
a N. Arabian name. And so she has. In 1 Chr. viii. 26 
‘ Athaliah ’ is a son of Jehoram (Jarham = Jerahmeel), and 
in Ezra viii. 7 ' Athaliah ’ belongs to the b’ne Elam ( = b’ne 
Jerahmeel). 

xi. 4. ‘Jehoiada’ is a Negeb name; cp. ‘Jada,’ 1 Chr. 
ii. 28, 32; ‘Jedaiah,’ Ezra ii. 36, etc. Cp. 2 S. xx. 23 
(corrected text), where two alternative descriptions of 
Benaiah are given, ‘son of Jehoiada, and ‘son of a man 
of Jerahmeel.’—The generally received view of is 
most doubtful; ‘ Carians ’ have no place among the warriors 
of Israel. The term only occurs three times, viz. in vv. 4, 
19, and 2 S. xx. 23 (where the Kr. is •'rn^n). Presumably 
■''D is a corruption of 'm3; but the original might be 'QD'i, 
‘Rechabite’ (cp. on ix. 25), or •'D'O, ‘ Carmite ’ = ‘ Jerah- 
meelite ’ (cp. on D'ODN, x. 1). The Dm spoken of (see 
also 1 S. xxii. 17, 2 K. x. 25, but not 1 K. i. 5, referred to 
by Burney) are probably, says Ges.-Rodiger ( Thes . 1278 b), 
identical with the ‘ Pelethites.’ He might have added that 
Dm probably comes from DTiEm. Considering the corrupt¬ 
ness of TPO and (terms similar to nm), we can hardly 
(with Prof. Paul Haupt) illustrate Dm, ‘ runners,’ by Ass. zuk 
sepA, ‘rush of feet,’ i.e. ‘infantry.’ (In Textbuch <2) , p. 46, 
Winckler renders Sennacherib’s Prism Inscription iii. 16, * the 
attack of ’ z/tk slpd troops.) 

xi. 6. Since one third of the soldiers is mentioned in 
v. 5, and the two other thirds are referred to in v. 7, the 
intermediate verse must be superfluous. It may have 
grown up in this way. YiD in YID isan is a corruption either 
of DID (D'D'id) —Benz, has already suggested this—or of 
DTI 8 * 13 . omn ISOI also comes from DTiDiS nvma, the proper 
place of which is at the end of v. 5 ; yin is a corruption 
of Q^Nom', a gloss on Dm which we need not take account 
of. Dmonn was originally as in v. 6 (a dittogram 

with what follows); it was altered when the disconnected 
groups of words were worked up together. ODD is possibly 
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a corruption of n[io]©o, another repetition. The reason 
for the mention of the ‘gate of the Zarephathites ’ will 
appear presently (see on v. 16). 

xi. 16. CDlD, as often (e.g. I K. v. 6), is a corruption 

of The ‘horse-gate’ (2 Chr. xxiii. 13, || passage) 

is really the ‘ gate of the Cushites,’ i.e. the gate by which 
the Cushite mercenaries entered the royal palace. Near 
this gate the soldiers were to assemble ( v . 6, see above). 

CHAP. xii. 18. TO, as so often, is a corruption of 
mam; evidently there has been a harmonising process. 
Rehoboth would seem to have escaped when Hazael made 
that earlier expedition into the Negeb which is referred to 
in x. 32 f. The next thing was to reduce Judah to 
vassalage. Was Hazael anticipating a possible Assyrian 
invasion ? 

xii. 21. TlVT m3, ‘unintelligible’ (Ki.), 

‘ unmeaning ’ (Benz.). The theories of the commentators 
do not go to the heart of the matter. It has not been 
recognised that nSo (^no) is a frequent representative of 
^NOlTV», also (for this, there are parallels enough) that 

TPH is another corruption of the same word. © L ’s 
rendering (eV obca> MaAA&w) tc3 ev tj} tcaraftacrei AXktov 
represents another corrupt reading, p^N *TTiD3. The TaaAAa 
or TaaXaS of <J| BA would seem to point to 'n&i ,' if genuine, 
this would mean the southern, not (as Wi. GI i. 178) the 
trans-Jordanic Gilead. But one may perhaps doubt the cor¬ 
rectness of the Greek text. So, then, the place where Joash 
was slain was called Beth-jerahmeel. It must have been 
some building in Jerusalem, and was perhaps devoted to the 
N. Arabian troops (cp. on D'ODN, x. i). See, further, E. Bib., 

‘ Millo,’ and (on the N. Arabian names of the ‘ servants ’ of 
Joash) ‘ Shimeath,’ ‘ Shomer.’ 

Chap. xiii. 5. The deliverance concerned the Israelites 
in the Negeb. For db£» ViorO read [Wd© - 1 ] fjNDm' 1 !; 
'at' is a gloss on 'rrr, ‘ Jerahmeel,’ i.e. the Negeb. Cp. on 
l S. x. 11, xiv. 21, xix. 7, Mic. ii. 8, Ps. xc. 4; see also 
on Isa. xxx. 33. 

xiii. 17. ‘Aphek.’ See on 1 K. xx. 26.—22. The 
addition in @ L (critically treated) states that Hazael had 
taken the Zarephathite territory ‘ from his hand ’ (= from 
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Jehoahaz), from the Arabian Jerahmeel as far as Aphek 
(cp. xiv. 25). Cp. on xii. 18.—25. The reference is to 
cities in the Negeb. 

CHAP. xiv. 2. Amaziah’s mother was jFJtWP. p* is 
a Jerahmeelite name (see on xix. 12); im perhaps comes 
from nr, i.e. For second '©TV read (i.e. 

Beth-jerahmeel in the Negeb). Cp. on xv. 2, and see E . Bib., 
col. 5240, note 1. 

xiv. 7. QllN should be ; n^D is a popular cor¬ 
ruption of f?NDrrv; fwnp^ comes from (cp. on f?pn, 

Dan. v. 25). c Kadesh-barnea f may be meant. The name 
was already corrupt when v. 7 was written. See E. Bib., 
‘ Joktheel/—8 ff. Amaziah covets the Negeb. A battle 
with Joash follows at 1 Beth-cusham which belongs to 
Jerahmeel ’ ( v . 11). Jeroboam II. recovered this place 
for Israel (see v. 28). For ©d© ma read D©2) 7 V 3 (1 S. 
vi. 9). For rmrr^ read (cp. on w. 21, 28). The 

* Lebanon ’ of v. 9 is the southern Lebanon in the Negeb 
(cp. on Jer. xxii. 6). Note that both the ‘thistle 1 
(Amaziah) and the ‘cedar* (?) (Jehoash) are in Lebanon. 
That D^©VP is rightly read, appears beyond doubt; the 
two gates mentioned are well-known gates of Jerusalem, 
and the ‘house of Yahwfe* can hardly be any other than 
the temple at Jerusalem. Nevertheless, now m«D 
is suspicious ; in Gen. xv. 13, 1 K. xviii. 19 represents 
'rrr* yjp t or 'our y^p t , and noM[rr] in 2 S. ii. 24, viii. 1 = 
^NDITP. In the light of more directly certain facts we can 
hardly avoid correcting 'nr 1*1^, a topographical gloss on 
©O© rra, corresponding to the rmmb *i©n of v. 11.—14. 
Probably ]TID© here = Samaria. 

xiv. 19 ff. Vv. 19-22 belong to a different document 
from vv. 7-14 (see Kittel). According to this source, a 
league of Jerahmeelite kings, the chief of whom is called 
king of Jerahmeel (see on v . 21), but with more precision 
might have been called king of Missor, so alarmed Amaziah 
that he fled to Eshcol (in the Negeb). Apparently he was 
at this time residing in the Negeb. The crown prince 
Azariah, however, was captured, and, after his father had 
been slain, was raised to the throne by his captor, ‘ the king 
of Jerahmeel.* For '©VP1 ( v . 19) read ^nsd©'!!, ‘ in Ishmael * 
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= 4 in Jerahmeel,’ i.e. in the more distant part of the Jerah- 
meelite region called Missor. For nursf? read rrSstpK (see 
on Mic. i. 13, Num. xiii. 23 /.).—D^DlD-Sr also needs cor¬ 
rection. D^tpiSn"^ (E. Bib ., col. 5242) is possible. bo and 
bv, DID and ©15 are sometimes confounded. f? 5 , however, 
is not quite natural. More probably we should read 
D'^bffiNn. This may be a little more obvious if Sr be 
taken as a corruption of S5. It is, however, also possible 
that d^did represents and that Sr comes from bn; 

i.e. r D©«n may have been broken into two pieces. The 
sense produced is excellent, * the Eshcolites (among whom 
Amaziah had come) bore him [to Jerusalem], and he was 
buried in Jerusalem/ 

xiv. 21. rrnrp Dr~S5 inp^l. Why bo ? and why rmrr ? 
Contrast xxi. 24, xxiii. 30, pNii Dr. Remembering the 
tendency of the scribes to confound and ’IkSd (cp. on 
vi. 33), and to write nmm for 'ttp (i.e. Skditp), it is natural 
to read here SwanT npn If so, the appointment of 
Azariah as king was due to the king of Jerahmeel (here = 
Missor), of whom we shall hear again presently. Cp. 
xxiii. 34, xxiv. 17. 

xiv. 22. r\b'n’T\n mi Kin. The mention of Elath 
here is very unexpected, and has been the occasion of 
much acute but premature theorising. Klost. alone has 
suspected the text. Adapting a suggestion of this critic, let 
us read f b nittrq niS^l 'ink N'an Kin (cp. Ezek. xvii. 13). 
Azariah, then, took a solemn oath of fealty to his captor the 
king of Jerahmeel or Missor as a condition of his being 
allowed to return to Judah after the death of Amaziah. 

xiv. 25. Hamath, as so often, = Maacath; niim D” 1 
should probably be 115 ]ro\ * Yaman (Jerahmeel) of Arabia’ (cp. 
on Sr, Dt. i. 1); iTFP comes from *>iv (= Yemani = Jerah- 
meelite) ; tick is a corruption of 'Tiprp. Gath = Rehoboth ; 
Hepher, too, is a southern name. See on Book of Jonah 
(introd.). It was Jeroboam’s good fortune to recover a large 
part of the Negeb for Israel (see on v . 28); Amos, however, 
—a prophet of the Negeb,—foresaw that this would only be 
for a time (see on Am. vi. 14). 

xiv. 26. nko rrjID. Another proof of the inadequacy 
of the old methods. Kamphausen, Kittel, Burney, read 
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NVT ip, * [that] it was bitter.’ Of course, imo as in Gen. 
xii. 6 , etc. = WnT, and tno = am. It is a twofold gloss 
either on nann nan (v. 25, end) or on the corrupt TTTirr^ 
( v . 2 8). 

xiv. 28. Read ^Nonv-roso-mi DnnrriN anmn "imni 

‘The addition “for Judah” is absolutely un¬ 
intelligible ; there must be corruption, but all attempts to 
treat it are vain. It is best simply to delete the word; 
how it came in, we cannot tell ’ (Kittel). Klost’s attempt 
(by rearranging letters) is no doubt unsuccessful, but ex¬ 
perience (see eg. Judg. xix. 1 f) shows that rmiT was 
liable to be confounded with VlT = ^NDnv. Historically 
the correction is of great importance. Judahite territory 
in the region of the northern Hamath never existed (cp. 
Wi. A OF i. 1 ff.\ GI i. 147). Winckler proposes to render 
T'tDn, ‘ drove back ’ (cp. Isa. xxviii. 6, xxxvi. 9). But it is 
difficult (as Wi. admits) to do this in the face of xiii. 25, 
xiv. 25. It is equally difficult to read /-1 nonTiH 
‘ he turned away the anger of Yahwfc,’ with Burney, 
here can only mean ‘ recovered.’ The narrator tells us that 
it was Jeroboam who recovered the region of Cusham and 
that of Maacath (in Jerahmeel) for Israel. Cp. on w. 25 /. 

Chap. xv. i /. On the name Azariah, see E. Bib ., 
col. 5240, note 1. Azar or Ezer was a clan in the Negeb. 

xv. 2. The queen-mother was a Jerahmeelite ('otff'o; 

cp. on xiv. 2). connected no doubt with SnoTTP. 

xv. 5 f. Nothing is said here of Azariah’s wars. 
According to 2 Chr. xxvi. Uzziah ( = Azariah) was much 
engaged in warfare in the south (see E. Bib., ‘ Uzziah,’ § 3). 
Textual criticism discloses a reason for the omission of all 
reference to such warfare in 2 K. xv. 1-7 (at least in the 
present text). That reason is a certain heavy misfortune 
which befel Azariah in the course of his warfare—captivity 
in the land of Misrim. From the meagre and corrupt 
record of this which came down to later times, the redactor 
of Kings extracted the statement that Azariah was smitten 
with leprosy. The textual error is precisely the same that 
we have met with in the cases of Jeroboam and Naaman. 
See on v. 1-27 and on 1 K. xi. 26, and E. Bib., * Uzziah,’ 
§ 4. The text should probably be restored thus,—awi 
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•mo nairmi ion mo dhj tom vn ibarrnN ^om 1 , 

4 and Jerahmeel carried away the king, and he was in 
Missor till the day of his death : he dwelt in Beth-zarephath 
of Missor/ The final word is restored from 2 Chr. xxvi. 21. 
The strange word rrmannr comes from mDtDNn, 4 the dung¬ 
hill/ and rfiBtDN (as in the phrase natDNn TOtf, Neh. ii. 13, 
etc.) is a corruption of nail = nas. For the results attainable 
by the old methods see Stade, GVI i. 569/; ZATW 
vi. 156-159, where it is suggested that we might read, for 
mtDann m, *ph?7 rra, 4 the winter palace/ Cp. also 
Klost., Kittel, Burney. That any of these are satisfactory, 
can hardly be said. On the other hand, the new results 
throw a bright light on the history of Azariah, and are in 
harmony with parallels elsewhere. Like Manasseh, Azariah 
was carried into captivity as the punishment of rebellion by 
the N. Arabians, but unlike Manasseh he did not return. 

xv. 8. On the name 4 Zechariah * see E. Bib., s.v ., and 
4 Zaccur/—10. By his name ‘Shallum’ he had near, or remote, 
N. Arabian affinities. Cp. E . Bib., s.v., and 4 Solomon/ § 2, 
and note the other occurrences of 4 Shallum/ He was a son 
of tfcr, i-e. Jabesh-gilead (= Ishmael-gilead ? see on 1 S. 
xi. 1).—ojr^lj?. Gratz, Klost., etc., read Dl&l'l (see on 

ix. 27). We cannot, however, assert that 4 in Ibleam 1 (® L iv 

lefiXaafj,) is more original than 4 in Kebleam* (® BA iv Ke/BKaafi). 
ashyp springs from DNfnn = ^NDnT (cp. 2 S. 

x. 17, Kt.). D*kr, therefore, has nothing corresponding to 
n. Both forms (Ibleam and Kibleam) may have been 
current. 

xv. 13. ]nDB> here must be the southern Shimron (see 
v . 14).—14. On ‘Menabem/cp. Manahath, Naham, Nehemiah 
—all southern names.—njrp}. 4 Gadi * may mean the Gadite 
territory ; there was a 4 Gad ’ in the Negeb (see on x. 32 /.). 
(The 7 aWet of @ A vid * is probably a scribe’s error; A and A 
confounded.) may, however (as probably in ps), 

come from BTTJi = Bftj*—16. Most suppose that noan is an 
error for man (Tappuah) ; 4 there is no Tiphsah in Palestine 9 
(Benz.). @ L tt)v T a<f>coe. But in I K. v. 4 (see note) riDBn 
is one of the limits of the dominion of Solomon in 11277 li$ s 
(on which there is a gloss ^NDm\ represented by I^d), and 
there is no sufficient reason to doubt that rrDan is either 



xv. 19 


SECOND KINGS 


37 i 


correct or at least more nearly correct that either mDn or 
((g B, s reading) nsin. It is also usual to supplement the 
text from (©“, and to read / ~irr~^o-nN'i HJM inriD vb 'a. 
We have seen, however (on viii. 12), that in most of the 
passages in which the worst barbarities of conquerors are 
mentioned, there is a serious error in the text; and so it is 
here. nM *p ma y be disregarded ; it represents nrnppi, which 
is less correct than (so read, for rrrmnrvf? 3 ) which 

follows. This suggests that <g B ’s oti owe fjvoi&v avr<p is 
an expansion of an incorrect reading, and that nno N? '3 
has grown out of an ill-written ^NTUTiD'D. ‘ Iphtah-el occurs 
in Josh. xix. 14, 27 3 - s a place-name on the N. border of 
Zebulun. The Zebulun place-names, however, given in 
Josh. xix. 10-16 (see notes) seem originally to have be¬ 
longed to the Negeb. The sense produced is, ‘ then Menahem 
smote Tiphsah, and all that were therein, and the territory 
thereof from Zarephath (“ Tirzah ”), from Iphtah-el, and all 
the cities thereof he conquered (viii. 12)/ 

XV. 19. YlfflM lSo SlD M 2 . <3 ev rat 9 Tjftepaij avrov 
avefir} <f>ova (but read (povX, as in Chr.). Who is Pul ? 
Benzinger, with most, answers : * It is true, Pul is distinguished 
from Tiglath-pileser in the Book of Kings. But, comparing 
the Babylonian " list of kings ” with the Babylonian Chronicle, 
the identity of the two names is beyond doubt, for the former 
gives the name Pulu, where the latter has Tiglath-pileser. 
This assumes that the Hebrew Tiglath-pileser is identical 
with Tuklat-abal-i-sarra, which may indeed be in accordance 
with the view of the redactor of Kings, but is not by any 
means certain. In 1 Chr. v. 6 we read of a certain prince 
of Reuben called Beerah whom Tilgath - pilneser, king of 
Assh ur, carried away captive. The other names in the list 
are distinctly Jerahmeelite, and * Asshur ’ at any rate is quite 
as likely to be the N. Arabian Asshur as it is to be the 
better known Assyria. We have also already found that 
N. Arabia exercised a strong influence, both attractive and 
repellent, on both the Israelitish states, and that there is 
evidence (cp. on x. 33) pointing to the view that Reuben, 
as well as Gad and Manasseh, was partly settled in the 
Negeb. It is reasonable, therefore, to think that Tilgath- 
pilneser in 1 Chr. v. 6 is a king of a N. Arabian land called 
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Asshur or Ashhur, and not of the land commonly called 
Assyria, and if so, we cannot doubt that the Tilgath-pilneser 
of v. 26 ( = the Tiglath-pileser of 2 K. xv. 29, xvi, 10) is 
the same king, and that in both passages the same captivity 
is referred to, in which Reuben, Gad, and Manasseh—or 
those parts of these tribes which were settled in the Negeb 
—were the sufferers. If, therefore, by Pul and Tiglath- 
pileser or Tilgath-pilneser the same king is intended, this 
cannot be supported by a reference to Babylonian docu¬ 
ments. Textual criticism alone can explain the double 
name which in MT. and is given to the king of Asshur, 
with whom Menahem and Pekah of Israel had to do. Let 
us ask, then, what is a possible name for the king of 
Asshur ? It might be a conventional one, eg. * Asshur/ as 
in Isa. x. 5, or ‘ Jerahmeel.’ The latter name seems to be 
marked out as most probably the original both of MT.’s 
and of (SP’s <f>aXo >%; with the former cp. the Reubenite 
name k^b, and with the latter the probably N. Arabian 
name (@ ^aXco^). This view is supported by 1 Chr. 
vi. 26, where tid i JTHTih has probably grown out of a 
corruptly written ^ndtit. We can now perhaps explain 
IDN^B mf?n, which probably once stood (for 'ibn ^n) in 
the second clause of v . 26. This second clause should 
certainly be a repetition of the first. To bring this about 
however, TDK '■pD must be a gloss on part of idk^q rcfon. 
That is, these two words come from t£k 1^9 ^b. The final 
n in m^n is dittographic. comes from *j^D, though 

the misreading was of course only possible to a scribe or 
editor who had in his mind some contraction of Tuklat-abal- 
i- 3 arra, and this also accounts for the other changes. (Note, 
too, the proper name TDK, from TDK.) We need not now 
be disturbed at the fact that the Assyrian inscriptions do 
not favour the supposition that Tiglath-pileser III. advanced 
as far south as Samaria. It was a N. Arabian power, not 
Aram, nor yet Misrim, but one stronger than either—perhaps 
Melubba which invaded the Negeb, and Menahem was 
glad to buy him off by the payment of a heavy tribute. It 
is possible that the true form of the Hebrew name for the 
king of Asshur underlies the incorrect of 2 Chr. 

xxviii. 16, which may have come, not from but from 
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^onr. See, further, on Hos. v. 13, etc., and cp. E . Bib., 

4 Pui; 

xv. 25. Pekah, the conspirator, is 'lrr^DVp = ^NDnT p, 
‘a Jerahmeelite/ The problematical part of the text lies 
between ITINTIN and OHJ&l, for @'s kvavriov probably comes 
from iv dvBp&vc (see ®, 1 K. xvi. 18), and throws no doubt 
on ptriNl. * Argob 9 and 4 Arieh ’ are very strange personal 
names; can the words be rightly read? Stade (ZATW 
vi. 160) suggests that min ns and tn; nwr (so for ntt 
murr) were glosses properly belonging to v. 29. This, 
however, could only be adopted as a last resource. The 
solution of the problem is furnished by ©, which gives perd 
tov (so B and B b A*) or per avrov , B*^ 1 , apyo/3 /cal per 
avrov apeia (B ; but apve , A) /cal per avrov Trevrrj/covra 
ai/Spe? (so BL, but A avBpa 9 ) arro ra>v rerpa/coarLcov . The 
latter part of this is the true text of @ ; it represents Sdst* 
rh«0 DNSdii, where 'd 'nd is a variant to the 

a'lshy of MT. Klost. inclines to read vm rviND WIntin, 
i.e. Pekah and his fifty Gileadites overpower Pekahiah and 
his four hundred gibborim. This is ingenious, but the true 
solution is suggested by habits of the scribes which Klost. 
has probably overlooked. Placing @’s rendering in the 
light of facts obtained elsewhere (see on Gen. xv. 13, I K. 
xviii. 19, 22, and 1 K. xxii. 6), we see that niND OTnd 
( presupposed by diro royv rerpa/cocrlcov ) represents I'lSJp 
*?NDnT, * from Jerahmeelite Arabia/ It now becomes easy 
to account for and mu, which represent m* and 

^NDrrT respectively (cp. rmw, Isa. xv. 9 ; Sins, 2 S. 
xxiii. 20). n« (bis) is an editorial insertion. The text 
thus becomes, 4 . . . and smote him, etc., and on his (Pekah’s) 
side were fifty men from Jerahmeelite Arabia’ (v.L 4 of the 
Gileadites ’). 

xv. 29. Conquest of a large part of the Israelite territory 
in the Negeb. For 4 Tiglath-pileser * see on v. 19; for 4 1 jon * 
and 4 Abel ’on 1 K. xv. 20; for 4 Hazor 1 on 1 K. ix. 15 ; 
for 4 the Galil* on 1 K. ix. 11. Janoah has been identified 
with the Yenu'amu of Egyptian inscriptions (see E. Bib. f 
‘Janoah’), but a place in the Negeb seems rather to be 
meant. Josh. xvi. 6 mentions a Janoah on the E. border 
of Ephraim. Either this name was transferred from the 
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Janoah in the Negeb, or the Ephraim names in Josh. xvi. 
were derived from a geographical writing which related to 
the Negeb (note the names Ataroth = Ephrath, Naarah, 
Shiloh, Tappuah = Nephtoah). onp is not any Kedesh in 
the north, but the so-called Kadesh-barnea (cp. on Tobit 
i. 5). ‘ What Gilead can mean in this connection it is hard 

to say 9 (Kittel), at least from the ordinary point of view. 
* If the name is not corrupt it can only have come in as a 
gloss 1 (Benz.). In E . Bib. y col. 1628, note 2, it is suggested 
that isfxi may be miswritten for Wu, the wrong word and 
the right being, as often, left side by side (cp. the corruptions 
mentioned under ‘ Gilead, 2 *). however, as an abund¬ 

ance of evidence shows (see, e.g. y on Jer. viii. 22), is not only 
a trans-Jordanic region, but a district in the Negeb. In 
fact, all the localities in v. 29 belong to the Negeb, including 
the last three, ‘Gilead, and the gdlzldh, all the land of 
Naphtali/ Wtt, nWu, and Wxji may possibly be early 
popular corruptions of ^NDrrp; cp. D v un Wo, Isa. vii. 23, 
where D v iarr may possibly arise out of some badly written 
form of fwonv (cp. D"U, Gen. xiv. 1 ; ntmn, Judg. 

iv. 2) and be a gloss on b'bx In any case, is a name 
of the Negeb. Did the places and districts mentioned form 
part of a larger region called * the land of Naphtali,’ and was 
this ‘ Naphtali ’ identical with the ‘ tribe ’ so called ? In Isa. 
viii. 23 ‘ the land of Zebulun ( = Ishmael ?) ’ and the ‘land of 
Naphtali ’ are mentioned together. Or has there been a con¬ 
fusion between and 'nno? (cp. on Gen. x. 13) P I should 
prefer to suppose that ‘ Gilead and the Galil ’ covered a larger 
region than ‘the whole land of Naphtali.’ The ‘ Asshur’ spoken 
of is of course lower down in N. Arabia than the Negeb. 

xv. 32. Jotham, also a son of Jerubbaal (Judg. ix. 5), 
and a member of a Calebite genealogy (1 Chr. ii. 47). A 
Jerahmeelite name. So, too, is Zadok (see the occurrences). 
The name NtD'iV (nunv, Chr., is less probable) .eminds us of 
NOMO (1 K. xv. 16, etc.) from WdQ}\ Is it a corruption of 
N»1T ? '©IT precedes, which may account for the mishap. 

Chap. xvi. 3. Note the reference to the sacrifice of 
children, which, though it doubtless spread northward, was 
specially a Jerahmeelite practice. Cp. on xxi. 1, and on 
Jer. ii. 34.— V. 5. See on Isa. vii. 1. 
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xvi. 6. Klost., partly anticipated by Thenius, corrects 
q-jn throughout into □’in, and D"'D'ns into dwn (with Kr. 
and <g); he also omits psn, assuming the redactor who 
placed the verse in this connection to be in error. So Benz., 
Kittel, Burney. It was, however, a Misrite king who was 
virtually (not nominally) lord of ‘ Ezion-geber ’ in Solomon’s 
time (i K. ix. 26 /.), and it is now a Cushite king who 
‘ recovers ’ the neighbouring part of Elath for Aram (‘ Aram ’ 
will cover both Misrim and Cush) in the time of Ahaz. 
Between Jehoshaphat (1 K. xxii. 48) and Ahaz we may 
assume that Elath had for some time been in the possession 
of ‘ Aram.’ In v. 6b for o’DliN (a mixed reading), and in 
2 Chr. xxviii. 17 for DW1N, it appears that we should read 
D'DIt?- Note in the latter passage that the appeal of Ahaz 
to Asshur is brought into connection with an invasion of 
Arammites (assuming the change proposed above) and the 
Philistines. Now the Philistines here, as so often, are the 
Zarephathites. Possibly in 2 Chr. xxviii. 18 there is a 
confusion between Israel and Judah. For ‘ Aijalon ’ is 
plausibly identified with ‘ Ijon,’ which in 2 K. xv. 29 is 
apparently represented as in the Israelite territory. As to 
the erroneous - obo in 2 Chr. xxviii. 16, see above on xv. 19. 

xvi. 9. The fate of the Israelitish Negeb (xv. 2 gf.) is 
now shared by Cusham, the people of which are deported to 
Kir, if for rrrp we should not read or rmrrtDN (see 

Am. i. 5). For pmo~T read Dm 3 , or perhaps rather nro-D’itf ; 
the p»DVT of Chr. may come from ptDDTT. 

xvi. 15. npnb •'b rrrr. ‘The significance is obscure, 
ipa means “ to examine.” ’ So Burney, who thinks the least 
questionable rendering, ‘ shall be for me to inquire by,’ lit. 
‘ to investigate, scil. the oracle, perhaps by examination of 
portions of the sacrifice. K?.utzsch, Die Aramaiomen , i. 24, 
thinks that the phrase refers to a particular kind of royal 
sacrifices (cp. W. R. Smith, Die Rel. der Semiten , p. 289). 
More probably, something shocking to later Jews is covered 
over by this form of the text. 13 T sometimes comes from 
bNDrtT (see on xix. 23), and bn from b«D (as an element of 
bNDrrv. That the temple at Jerusalem was often not 
strictly confined to the cultus of Yahwfe we know. Read 
bNDTTpb rrrr, i.e. the brazen altar, which the new altar 
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supplanted, was to be devoted to the cultus of the Jerah- 
meelite Baal. 

Chap. xvii. 3 f Omit 1 Shalmaneser 9 (see Kittel), 
Winckler now assents ( Krit Schr . ii. 19; KAT (8) 268). 
Misrim and Israel reject the suzerainty of the successor of 
4 Tiglath-pileser.’ Cp. E. Bib. t 4 Hoshea/ col. 2127, and cp. 
4 So/ and especially Wi. KAT^ 146. A curious problem 
is presented by at xvii. 4 ; instead of 'trjycop or So>a, we 
meet with aSpafieXex top klQLoira top KaToucovvra iv AlyvirTtp. 
From our present point of view the mystery can be easily 
explained. A Sp. top A id. is ‘Jerahmeel the Cushite 1 (see 
on xvii. 31, xix. 37). According to this statement, Hoshea 
sent an embassy, not to Sib’e the Turtanu (jmn, see KAT (8) 
146), but to Jerahmeel the Cushite, who was then ‘residing/ 
i.e. as king, in Misrim. (Possibly, however, top kcltouc . springs 
from a gloss tD\ 1 Ishmaelite/ which was corrupted, as 
often, into ntp 1 '). Burney’s note is hardly satisfactory. 

xvii. 5 f The fate of the northern JTIDH? is most prob¬ 
ably not mentioned in the original O.T. texts; see on Isa. 
xxviii. 1-4, Mic. i. 6. It is the fate of the jyiDtD in the 
Negeb which finds mention in xvii. 5.—n^rt-L (in xviii. 11, 
A place in N. Arabia is required ; or should we say 
rather a river ? In xvii. 6 and xviii. 11 @ L , and in xvii. 6 
@ BA read iroTapLols ya>£ap (or y<t)£ap), where MT. gives in? 
jria in apposition to TDn[!^i]. nbn is presumably an ex¬ 
panded fragment of What, then, is *ran, and what 

jrtt ? The redactor no doubt thought of the Habur and the 
Assyrian province Guzanu, where the Habur was (see E. Bib 
4 Halah/ 4 Habor/ 4 Gozan ’). But what did the original 
document mean, and what was its reading of these names ? 
The names with which 4 Gozan f is combined in xix. 12 com¬ 
pel us to think that jm is a (deliberate ?) corruption of 
Now it so happens that in v. 12 two rivers of Cusham, or 
Aram-cush (see on xvi. 9) are mentioned, viz. Amana and 
Parpar. If Halah and Amana represent Jerahmeel, it becomes 
natural to expect that the two other names of rivers, Parpar 
and Habor, will also correspond. This, however, is not 

the case. Parpar is evidently = Ephrath, but Habor 
represents either Rehob(oth) or the Chebar of Ezekiel, 
which (see on Ezek. i. 1) most probably = Jerahmeel. If 
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the latter view is correct, MT. is, after all, right against 
<&; r6n and -nin are simply variants, and represent 
the same * river of Cusham,’ which bore a name, or 
names, the ultimate origin of which was ‘ Jerahmeel.’ See 
following note. It need hardly be added that many of the 
distortions of * Jerahmeel ’ may early have attained an inde¬ 
pendent existence.—no © kcu opt] MrjSwv. Instead 

of this, 1 Chr. v. 26 gives trjiTj, between YQ)T! and "inav 
For possible explanations of MITT see E. Bib., 1 Hara. 
Without the Jerahmeelite key, however, the mystery about 
it cannot be dissipated. The probability is that Wim is a 
corruption of ^soriT, which is a gloss, most probably on 
n^n. The Chronicler, therefore, does not recognise no V U?, 
and it is just possible that no ’TS'l, like lNim, is a corrup¬ 
tion of ^NDTlT. no by itself, wherever it occurs, certainly 
does come from 'nr. In this case, the true reading VlT is 
a gloss. Apart from this, is at any rate better than nrr 
(see, however, Wi. Alttest. Unt., p. 109). See on v. 9, and 
cp. * in the cities of Shimron,’ v. 24. 

xvii. 9. ‘ From the tower of the watchman to the fortified 

city’ (also in xviii. 8$) is strange. In xviii. 8 (see note) it 
is natural to read lino T*n» Dnxo ‘moo, ‘ from the Misrite 
Migdal to the fortified city [ = Missur].’ Here it is perhaps 
an intrusive gloss on no n$ in v. 6. 

xvii. 24. The colonists from N. Arabia who filled the 
places of the Israelites in the Negeb. S:Q is probably a 
corruption of some abridged and distorted form of SscnT. 
nniD represents, not Kutha, but ©ID or DUTD. * s un¬ 
certain, but probably represents ins (see on v. 31). n$r» = 
npsjo* D'TiDD has grown out of 1DD = HD1S (cp. n*iDD, Neh. 
vii. 57). Possibly there was a second Zarephath. In any 
case, the inhabitants of the Israelite Negeb had not a long 
journey to take. See E. Btb ., * Sepharvaim. This remark¬ 
able passage, in which even the insight of Winckler seems 
to be at fault, refers not to ‘ Samaria’ but to Shimron, i.e. to 
the Israelite territory in the Negeb, the capital of which was 

Shimron. . 

xvii. 30/ A most difficult passage. We begin with 
the impossible word D^», the easiest correction of which is 
• Arabians ’ (see E. Btb., ‘Awirn ). See Dt. ii. 23, 
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Josh. xiii. 3, which, critically regarded, show that the Avvim 
dwelt on the N. Arabian border of Palestine, (y. 24) is, 
therefore, presumably from nm* (cp. wnH-n'np = lirw 'p). 
We now pass on to the names, so variously and insecurely 
explained, of deities. It is hardly too much to say that they 
yield up their secrets in the light of the new theory struggling 
into existence. The commentators with one voice call them 
4 Samaritan’ deities; they are not, however, really ‘Samaritan/ 
but Shimronite (see preceding note). The deity of fni is 
rvDD, t.e. not rO$D (Am. v. 26), but ntfe, t.e. the great 
4 Cushite* goddess, called (if the text is right) in Jer. vii. 18 
* the queen of heaven * (cp. note, and on Jer. iii. 24). The 
appended min has nothing to do with Ass. banitu (see E. 
Bib.y ‘ Succoth-benoth *). It must be a corruption—very 
possibly of niDI. represents ^mo, i.e. Snoitp. nepbn 

comes from (Kittel, however, produces a river 

near Tyre), tm3 (or, less probably, |m3) is ‘unknown’ 
(Kittel), unless textual criticism be applied in combination 
with the new theory. No other people is stated to have 
made two deities, but is ‘Nibhaz’ really a fresh deity? It 
is not preceded by nN, and we may therefore presume that 
it is an intrusive gloss from the margin. Take on 1 from 
TUO, and we get * 1 TTO 3 or (t and t being very often con¬ 
founded) -nrm What this is we can hardly doubt A N. 
Arabian name is wanted, and the choice is very limited. 
Most probably rircu is ^[n]dttp written backwards (the 
final 7 in these names often become 3); was prob¬ 

ably written in the margin as a gloss on T^oytn. pmn, 
then, is the only deity of the ‘ Arabians.’ To explain this, 
we must not have recourse to Assyrian (see, however, E. Bib., 
4 Tartak ’) ; pmn is not improbably mnp written backwards, 
and this group of letters, equally with JTTWsp, seems to be a 
corruption of mn, which (see E. Bib., ‘Terah’) almost 
certainly comes from fcND]m\ Cp. on xix. 9. mn, how¬ 
ever, doubtless early obtained an independent existence. 

and are still more obviously from 

(cp. on xix. 37), nor must the variety of conflicting explana¬ 
tions blind us to the extreme probability of this view. The 
cruel god, to whom children were sacrificed, was the Baal of 
Jerahmeel (cp. on Jer. ii. 34). See E. Bib., ' Sepharvaim ’; 
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but cp. also ‘ Adrammelech,’ ‘ Anammelecb,’ and ‘ Nisroch ’ 
(these articles assume that an Assyrian king is the agent in 
this narrative). 

Chap, xviii. 2. Kgs., vjh ; Chr., rrj?H. The compound 
name is rather more probable. See on 1 K. xiv. 1. 

xviii. 4. On ‘ Nehushtan ’ see E. Bib., s.v. Plainly 
there are two questions, (1) What was the real origin of the 
‘ brazen serpent ? ’ and (2) What was the real name under 
which it was worshipped? The story in Num. xxi. 6-9 is 
etiological; it is chiefly valuable, in combination with 2 K. 
xviii. 4 b, as showing that in the regal period superstitious 
Israelites sacrificed to the idol to obtain the recovery of 
their sick. Was the idol of directly Babylonian origin, or 
was it derived from the N. Arabians (leaving the question of 
its ultimate origin undecided)? In the article ‘Nehushtan* 
reasons are shown for supposing a Babylonian origin. 
Notice, however, that in the time of Hezekiah’s father there 
was a strong religious as well as political connection between 
Judah and the N. Arabian Asshur (Ashhur), and it is very 
possible that Ahaz took not only the pattern of an altar from 
Cusham (see on xvi. 10 ff.), but also the idol here referred 
to. That the name jnBTO is wrong seems to be certain. 
I11 the E. Bib. article several conjectural origins are men¬ 
tioned. From our present point of view a better one can 
be offered, jnmna should be futfnj. The meaning of Nahson 
might be ‘ little serpent.’ Most' probably, however, this is a 
mistake, and the name is partly a corruption, partly an ex¬ 
pansion, of The idol referred to was probably an image 

of the Cushite or Jerahmeelite Baal, such as is referred to as 
having existed in the temple at Jerusalem in the last years of 
the kingdom of Judah (see on Ezek. viii. 3, 5). Hezekiah 
naturally broke up this idol and ‘the Asherah* when ‘he 
rebelled against the king of Asshur and served him not’ 
(v. 7). Later writers confounded ‘Cushan’ with another 
image of Babylonian affinities—the so-called ‘ brazen serpent’ 
xviii. 8. Hezekiah’s (temporary?) successes against the 
Zarephathites (Pelistim). These extended to the territory 
of 'Azzah (‘ the strong ’), U. perhaps Zarephath. A second 
definition is also given, isia Tins Sued (cp. on 

xvii. 9). Here 'a should be D*HSD; note that in 1 K. xvii. 9 
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we read of jrrs^ nfl-13,' where (see note) )VP2 comes 
from lisp. “ISID T® is a description of *mp, i.e. the city of 
Missor. Cp. Josh. xix. 29 ; the original document underlying 
this passage must have had 120 133 D v$, and have referred 
to the N. Arabian border-land; also 1 S. vi. 18. 

xviii. 9 f ipNDpSp, i.e., as most say, Shalmaneser IV. 
Again, in xvii. 2 (gloss ?). The Babylonian Chronicle gives 
the name of Tiglath-pileser’s successor as Sulman-asarid. 
According to Schrader ( ZKF ii. 197 ff.) there is a tran¬ 
scriptional error in the Hebrew text, and we should read 
Tjptjrjp^B. Does our passage state that the Assyrian king 
took Samaria? Most probably it does. © gives /cal /care- 
\d/ 3 ero; the Hebrew text has mA’l, which, following •un, 
is most naturally pointed !T$fpyi. The points, however, give 
iTrabyi, which it is very natural to prefer, if the jno» referred 
to is Samaria. For beyond question Sargon and not ‘ Shal¬ 
maneser ’ took Samaria. We must, however, after all that 
has gone before, pronounce it to be more probable that jno® 
is the Shimron in the Negeb, and that ‘ Shalmaneser,’ like 
‘ Tiglath-pileser,’ is a N. Arabian king. It was apparently 
a king called Shalman who took Shimron and with it the 
Shimronite Negeb, and perhaps we may rightly see a 
reference to this in Hos. x. 14, if Beth-arbel in that passage 
should rather be Beth-jerahmeel (see note). A king of 
Moab called Salamanu is mentioned by 1 Tiglath-pileser.’ 
The same name may have been borne by a king of Ashhur. 
nDN may itself represent TiE>n. 

xviii. 13-xix. 37. Not only is this narrative composite, 
but there are traces in it of a combination of two traditions, 
one referring to an Assyrian, the other to an Asshurite 
or N. Arabian invasion (against Winckler and Prasek, see 
E. Bib., ‘Sennacherib,’ § 5). 1 That xviii. 13^-16 refers to 
Sennacherib’s invasion in 701 is probable; the parallelism 
between the 46 fenced cities, etc. of Sennacherib’s inscription 

1 PraSek’s latest utterance (‘Sanheribs Feldziige gegen Juda,’ i., in 
Mitteil. der Vorderasiat. GesellscA., 1903, part 4) takes no account of this 
article, which probably appeared just too late for him. It is an able 
work, but relies, as I venture to think, unduly on the Massoretic text. 
The same remark applies to Winckler. Until these critics have done 
more justice to the new point of view in Old Testament criticism, no 
sound progress can, as it seems to me, be hoped for. 
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and v. 13^ is striking. But at any rate the rest of the 
narratives, which critics have analysed into two distinct 
accounts, refer to a N. Arabian invasion. The redactor 
misunderstood this, and revised the text in accordance 
with the theory that here, too, the invasion of the Assyrian 
king was referred to. If this be so, the name rpiTOD 
must have a twofold representative character; (1) it must 
stand for Sin-ahi-irba, the name of the Assyrian king 
Sargon’s successor; and (2) it must have been partly cor¬ 
rupted, partly altered from some conventional or real name 
of a N. Arabian king. Tin (□ v irr) would be a perfectly 
natural corruption of onr (cp. on ditt, 1 K. v. 15), 3 as 
often may represent the final letter of SuDnT ; D may either 
be an editorial prefix (cp. on b^ 23 D, Neh. ii. 10) or a cor¬ 
ruption of d (the d in nr repeated). Probably too, here as 
often elsewhere (see on 2 S. xv. 11), obtuvr is a corruption 
of The place meant is Beth-ishmael or -jerahmeel 

(p.286). 

xviii. 14. new, preceded and followed by Basely. If 
the king of Asshur referred to is the Assyrian king Sen¬ 
nacherib, the place intended may be that defined by Eus. 
and Jer. as 7 R. m. S. of Eleutheropolis, and referred to on 
a bas-relief of Sennacherib as having been taken by that 
king (Winckler, Textbuch , (2) 47). We do not, however, know 
from any other source that Sennacherib received ambassadors 
from Judah at Lachish, and it is possible that rrBTO^ was 
inserted in v. 14 by the redactor in order to fuse the two 
independent narratives, being referred to in v. 17 as 
the place where the king of Asshur was when he sent a 
‘great host’ against Jerusalem. 

xviii. 17. wob here is probably a corruption of 
i.e. possibly m^rr (see E. Bib .,' Negeb,’ § 7, ‘ Ziklag ’), but 
more probably ‘If IshmaeP or * Ir Jerahmeel.’ 

jmn and d'HD" 3‘) are wanting in Isa. (xxxvi. 2), and since 
in the sequel mention is only made of Rab-shakeh (cp. also 
(g’s 71730? avrov, v. 18), it seems probable that rrpB>n alone 
is correct, jmn is, no doubt, the Ass. turtanu , i.e. com¬ 
mander-in-chief. Whoever wrote this word in v. 17 identified 
the king referred to with Sennacherib. But was this the 
view of the original writer of the document? There are 
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historical reasons for doubting this (see E. Bib., ‘Sen¬ 
nacherib ’), and these doubts are confirmed by the fact that 
no perfectly satisfactory explanation has. been given from 
Assyrian of the titles Rab-saris and Rab-shakeh. Upon 
the theory that a N. Arabian invasion is intended, at any 
rate, in the greater part of the narrative, we may (applying 
the methods adopted elsewhere) explain Rab-saris as a cor¬ 
ruption of 'Arab-asshur ( = Asshurite Arabia), and Rab- 
shakeh as a corruption of 'Arab-cush (= Cushite Arabia). 
The narrative is possibly an amplification and development 
of a short and simple record in which Asshurite and Cushite 
Arabia were spoken of as taking part in an invasion of 
Judah; possibly, too, the narrator used the record in a 
corrupt form, which presented the names in forms approach¬ 
ing Rab-saris and Rab-shakeh. At any rate, there are 
parallels enough for the corruption of YiffiN into d'HD, and of 
aro into rrpm. Cp. on Jer. xxxix. 3. See also E. Bib., cols. 
4001,4903; Zimmern, ZD MG, liii. 116, note; Winckler, 
in KAT®, 273. 

xviii. 21. The figure of the reed is from Ezek. xxix. 
6 /., and the narrator means by a^SD the same region as 
the prophetic writer, viz. Misrim (Musri). mnD is either a 
later insertion, or a corruption of WiD (Pir’u). The Asshur¬ 
ite king had a quarrel with Misrim (see on xix. 9). 

xviii. 26. Rab-shakeh (?) is requested to speak in 
aramith, i.e. in the language of Aram or Jerahmeel, with 
which Hezekiah’s courtiers are well acquainted. Cp. Neh. 
xiii. 23 /, where read, ‘ In those days also I saw the Jews 
who had married Asshurite wives [glosses, Jerahmeelite, 
Misrite], and of their children half spoke Asshurite.' 

xviii. 2 yb. It is plausible to read DJpymcrrtlJ 
D$pl?-riN mnfliVi, ‘to eat their carob-pods and to drink 
their sour wine.’ See E. Bib., * Husks.’ Certainly the text 
is impossible. 1 But the parallelism of araV’Tn (vi. 25) and 
amn suggests a more completely defensible remedy. B 3 D» 

1 Konig {Styl. 267) objects to emendation, on the ground that else¬ 
where the text-tradition alters the text in an aesthetic direction. But 
there is a whole group of passages in which the early redactors had not 
this object before them ; a corrupt text has here been manipulated by 
them in a very unaesthetic direction. 
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‘x 'I ’IQ *'/ OZ -iiixxx •uinjsj uo da ,qBuqiq, joj i (61 *aix 
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-jjbjs sb jaq;o aq; ‘(X i ‘iiiax uo oas) , qsiqaBq, uiojj 3ui;jb;s 
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•fl x *soh uo oos , pauiqBjaf, ajaq pajpa aaBjd aq; jog 
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om; ;uasajdaj Xaqx '£ I ‘iiaxxx - bsj puB £ i ‘xjx z ui 
‘jaAdAioq ‘punoj ajB Xaq; ‘ 61 -iaxxx -bsj || aq; ui jnaao ;ou 
op fill! puB UCff 'SL.au ‘MQLU ‘CUXCU uiojj auioa XjqBqojd 
aaUvQ ‘Nuai. *uau 'i i -6 x -bsj uo -d3 ‘f£ ’iiiax 

•»S I yfri ' A P ' s d ‘81 ■{iaxx 'Jjazg *£z miix *uin^ ‘n -XIJX 
-ua0 uo aag -spnpojd iBjnqnauSB ut qau sb auipapj -g 
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jopspaj aq; ajaq pq; asoddns o; pajBdajd ajB aM ssajuQ 
■(•/X 'iiiA ;q sb) , auiM puB ujoa jo puBj y, ’z£ *iiiax 
•(pua) X £ 'xix— £ i 'iiiax uo ‘d^ 'qaSa^i aq; jo ajdoad aq; ajB 
, sa;ipBuiqsi, jo , sa;ipauiqBjaf, aqx '(^ti *££ -dd) oi ‘8 
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-pB 3 J ug aqx -(una, = sd ‘NCLffl ‘OJLCQ -da) = OSJB ffltCUXQ 

•(S z *x g i) unacM^a = aa^m = t^aiuLu vuj^uuua 

f una / = -saiuqp uiojj auioa spjoM apipaui 

-ja;ut aqx Moqoj pjnoqs (, noX qjiwi jaqpSo;,) 
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probable that his * Asshur * was in N. Arabia, and that the 
king of‘Asshur’ was called by him ‘ Jerahmeel,’ it becomes 
plausible at once to suppose that the original name was 
pmn, which (see on xvii. 30 /.) probably comes from rn$. 
The ‘great king’ of Asshur claimed suzerainty both over 
Judah and over the smaller ‘ Jerahmeelite ’ kingdoms (see on 
Isa. x. 10). His claim, however, was disputed by Judah, 
by Misrim, and by Cush. The ‘ great king,’ therefore, sought 
to bring each of these countries into subjection. (Even if 
we accept this theory, we may, of course, use the facts of the 
life of Taharkd to illustrate the passage as read by the 
redactor). 

xix. 12. From our present point of view, Haran is the 
southern place of that name (see on Gen. xi. 31), and 
‘Rezeph’ is a corruption of ‘Zarephath’ (see E. Bib., 
* Rezeph ’). 4 Eden * (57$?) is the Eden-jerahmeel revealed by 

textual criticism in Gen. ii. 8 (see also on Am. i. 5, Ezek. 
xxvii. 23). ‘Gozan’ has probably arisen out of a cor¬ 
ruptly written (cp. on xvii. 6). The * bne Eden ’ are 
further defined as being in or, rather, br\ t or, 

best of all, (see pp. 91 /)•, 

xix. 13. Cp. on xviii. 34. TJ& (not in xviii. 34) is 
here prefixed to dtidd (so in Isa. xxxvii. 13). No doubt 
it is a corrupt fragment of i.e. the city of Jerahmeel, 

a place-name which also probably underlies mpl Mr? (see on 
xviii. 34). Cp. on twt^n, i K. xx. 30 b. 

xix. 23. Evidently corrupt. To restore the text suc¬ 
cessfully we must remember that the invader is a N. Arabian 
Asshurite, and that the territory invaded is that of Judah in 
the Negeb, also that the metre of the poem is the so-called 
kind metre. As to the details. In v. 23a in represents 
^NDnT (cp. on Ezek. xxiii. 2 3, xxvi. I o); so also DVio and 
Don. In v. 23 b (Kgs.) and DUD (Isa.) both represent 
ptnN (cp. nOD^N and 'otn, competing readings in Isa. 
xiii. 22); rrsp (Kgs.) or 13 p (Isa.) springs from DB>£ or intTN 
(cp. on Ezek. vii. 6 ); from Tin, and from 'm\ 

Read therefore— 

mrr I noio to 
jmS tot I •'Trbs on f?NonT 
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. . . rrofo 

: ^NDJTP V $1 I D ©3 pD*l» 

xix. 24. Point -fiaD (lisp?) ■7'iN); cp. Isa. vii. 18, 
xix. 6, Ezek. xxix. iff., xxx. 12, Ps. lxxviii. 44, and see 
Cheyne, SBOT, ‘Isaiah/ Heb., pp. 115 / (but also Haupt 
on p. 109); Ps.™ on Ps. lx. 12; and Winckler, Alttest. 
Untersuch ., 170. 

xix. 25. We may with some probability correct thus— 

vpffls rrrm I f?NonT tod© n^rr 
rrnKun htoi I rrms’ mp to 
; . . . m«©n^ 

^HonT 1 is a title of the king of Asshur (cp. on Isa. 
xiv. 12, Ezek. xxviii. 8). pimoS in MT. is suggested by 
Isa. xxii. 11. The sense, however, is improved by the 
proposed correction. After the proud vaunt of the Asshurite 
king, we expect an indignant apostrophe, addressing him by 
name (cp. on v. 27/), and Dip has more force, if the 
‘antiquity’ of the predetermination of the king’s exploits 
comes in as a climax, followed by iiTOI. For the corruption 
of 'nr into p'lmoV, cp on Jer. iv. 16, viii. 19. vrn[l] in 
MT. is dittographic. 

xix. 26. How very weak and tautological in the midst 
of such a vigorous and concisely expressed attack! Is it 
an editorial amplification ? Experience, however, bids us 
look for an underlying text. The proximity of ■'nor and 
itDl - ' naturally suggests the presence of ^>nsd©\ while i2p 
may easily have come either from Yian or (better) from 
"nnttfN. There remain ;rr, t.e. jn, * behold ’; 'irurr, t.e. mam ; 
and VH, t.e. Nin. This part of v. 26 has probably grown 
out of Tin©N Min ^NDnT 1 jn, ‘ truly, Jerahmeel (see v. 2 5 a, 

‘ Hast thou not heard, O Jerahmeel ’ ?) is Ashhur ’; in fact, 
the leading N. Arabian king is, in Isa. x. 5, 24, called 
‘ Asshur.’ This was recast by the editor, who also inserted 
mam and (twice) Snsd©\ —The latter part of v. 26 (down 
to nai©) consists of interpolated place-names. a©$ comes 
from *a© = ^TOD©’; STr©, N©7, and T'Sn represent i'tn©N; 
pr comes from 'nr; nmffii maa from D’nms na, cp. Am. 
vi. 2. (Isa. has Hot©, unsuitably, even from a conservative 
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point of view. Yet, comparing the teal <*>9 ayptoort? of © in 
Isa. xxxvii. 27, i.e. 'PD#n, we might perhaps restore pipmi.) 
The three places meant seem to be Beth-jerahmeel, Ashhur- 
(or Ashtor-)jerahmeel, and Rehoboth (cp. E. Bib., ‘Reho- 
both’). V. 2 6b, therefore, is a gloss on nnsi v. 25. 
For other views (resources of despair, surely) see Marti on 
Isa. xxxvii. 27 (onR S]VTB?); Nestle, PSBA, xxv. 63 [1903], 
who suspects a reference to the Egyptian shadoof (turned by 
the foot); and Klost., followed by me in SBOT, pp. 28, 116 
(o"BBfo); also Kittel, ad loc .— nop -OB*?, of course, comes 
from Tfpp ■OB^?; so Wellh. (Bleek’s EinlS 4) , p. 257), and most 
after him. Burkitt (PSBA, xxiv. 2x7 [1902]) points out 
that this is really confirmed by the Syr.-hex. in Field’s 
Hexapla. 

xix. 2 T f Accepting Wellh.’s suggestion, and remem¬ 
bering that the poem is in the hind metre, we are obliged 
to omit 'rurp, as well as 'nn ntn. nm is a corruption 
of a dittographed nxrj\ bn 'nn is also duplicated. But 
this is not the whole story. We have hardly a right to 
excise •>nsT without accounting for it Did a scribe insert 
it from the mere love of amplifying ? Besides, bn and pp 
are also difficult; bn is superfluous (cp. 1D3N©), and pp is 
awkward. As to tupp. Sometimes (e.g. Ps. xxxi. 15, 
Ixxxi. 6) this word has come from *JHDTn\ This is almost 
certainly the case here; the sense almost requires this, and 
we can best account for pp bn, bn, and the nn in imnn 
by supposing that these also represent f?NDrrp (pp = *up, on 
which cp. note on 2 S. xxi. 19, Ps. cxxxii. 6). The result 
obtained is as follows— 

VfNin TfnNyi I ijraah VfOR 
: ■oxmi I fjNorrT* ipjNijh fftyj'i 

That ^MDrrp, ‘ O Jerahmeel,’ is a mere stop-gap, no one will 
venture to assert. Cp. on v. 25. 

xix. 35. Why this exact number, 185,000? As in 
many similar cases, it is due to the redactor, who misunder¬ 
stood corruptly written ethnics. The original text had 
^NO[nr] D$D 7NSD0P [VjNDn[*P]—glosses on th£n.—- woon 
'in. Marti remarks, ‘ Whether v. 36b can be rendered, 
“ When one arose early in the morning, one found them 
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all lifeless corpses,” is surely very questionable,’ and, with 
Duhm, supposes the words to represent a popular witticism. 
If, however, this is the only meaning the text will bear,-can 
the text, we ask, be correct? The most doubtful word is 
not 'iD'OtD v i but obo. In a less degree DTiD D'HOD is also 
objectionable ; DTiD (in spite of Gesenius’s comparison of 
Syr. pagra, ‘ de quovis corpore, etiam vivo ’) is superfluous. 
Now d^?d is one of the current corruptions of f?NDrrv; not 
improbably D^IQ (like D'731 in xxii. 14) is a corruption 
of B^MOTTr*, which was originally written as a correction of 
d^D. The sense then becomes, ‘and when men arose, etc., 
behold, the Jerahmeelites were dead.’ On the singular story 
of Sethos and Sanacharibos in Herod, iii. 141, see E. Bib., 

* Sennacherib,’ § 5, where Herodotus is proved to have fallen 
into a confusion of persons. See on xxiii. 29. 

xix. 36 f. mra (where -o = n, 1 = 1, n = n) most prob¬ 
ably comes from ^NDrrr, some form of which was assumed 
by Hebrew writers to be the name of the capital of the 
N. Arabian Asshur.—T>D2. The name has been much 
discussed (see SBOT, * Isaiah,’ Heb., pp. 113 /.; E. Bib., 

* Nisroch ’), and Sayce’s theory (wrongly ascribed by Kittel 

and Burney to Hal£vy as first proposer) that Nisroch (?) 
comes from Nusku, a god connected with Nabu, and also 
identified' with Gibil the fire-god, has found some accept¬ 
ance. In E. Bib., l.c., T)D3 is supposed to be miswritten 
either for ‘ Anumelek’ (MT., 2 K. xvii. 31, ^933?), 

or, more probably, for ITiQ (MT. Tfu?)* These explana¬ 
tions (the latter given independently by Winckler), however, 
are only plausible on the theory that the original narrative 
referred to a king who resided at Nineveh in Assyria. 
From our present point of view “pD 3 is most easily ex¬ 
plained as a corruption either of *nD 3 or of *?NDm\ A late 
writer might perhaps suppose that ‘ Nimrod * was the name 
of the god as well as of the founder of Nineveh. This 
would enable us to keep Vr» or the underlying name for 
the assassin of ‘ Sennacherib.’ But it is more probable that 
'-HN, t.e. ^NDrm (see next paragraph), is an early correction 
of TID 3 5 cp T^D 3 [>] in xvii. 31. 

We now pass on to This name, too, has exer¬ 

cised the critics. In the Babylonian Chronicle only one son 
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is mentioned as the murderer of Sennacherib, and Winckler 
(AOF, vii. 59; KAT , (3) p. 85) thinks that Adrammelech 
and Sarezer represent two names of the same person. More 
probably, however, T^dvm comes from (a well-known 

Phoen. name, Cooke, pp. 18, 20), and this from f?NDm\ 
which was written in the margin as a correction of "pD3. 
From the margin 'm\ in the correct form "^ottn, penetrated 
into the text at an unsuitable place. Thus Sarezer was 
provided with a fellow-conspirator. Cp., however, Cheyne, 
‘ Prince Adrammelech,' etc., Exp.T, June 1898.—i$<nlp (v.l. 
ISN'iaj). According to Winckler (A OF, l.c.), from Sar-etir. 
More probably, however, the name is due to a redactor; 
underlying it, there should be a name or title referring to 
some native of the southern Asshur. The best explanation 
(but cp. on Jer. xxxix. 3) is that comes from ito, 

‘a prince of Asshur.’—yn (Kr. here, many MSS., all vss., 
and || Isa.) is rightly absent from Kt.—isim See on Gen. 
viii. 4. The original text had chn, i.e. the southern Aram. 

l'in~iDN. That the redactor thought of the Assyrian 
king, Asur-ah-iddina, is beyond doubt. But that here, as 
elsewhere, the text has been manipulated, is almost equally 
certain. But what is the underlying name ? Probably 
pn-II^N, whose prr (like Vm in Gen.) is a fragment of / n~P ; 
b, as so often in these names, became j. 

Thus the verse becomes, ‘ And as he was worshipping in 
the house of Jerahmeel his god, a prince of Asshur smote 
him with the sword. As for him, he escaped into the land 
of Aram. And Asshur-haran (?) his son reigned in his 
stead.’ 

Chap. xx. i 2. TTN'il is a corruption, not of ttmid (as 
several MSS., (f§, Pesh., Targ., and || Isa. xxxix. 1), but of 
'tit?'!? (= Bir-dadda, a N. Arabian name, see KB, ii. 222 /.), 
and probably comes from this same word dittographed. 

(‘ Son of Baladan ’ is a poor gloss). The king referred to 
is one of the Jerahmeelite princes who had owned the 
supremacy of Ashhur, but were now conspiring to re¬ 
pudiate it. 

xx. 14, 17 f. ^ 33 , as so often, is a literary corruption 
of some form of The capital of Cusham or 

Aram-cush (MT. D^BD) is meant. 
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CHAP. xxi. I. ‘ Manasseh.’ The name may perhaps be 
a sign of the annexation by the Judahites of territory which 
had once belonged to the northern tribe of Manasseh. Cp. 
xxiii. 4, 15-20, and see on 2 Chr. xxxiv. 6. This annexa¬ 
tion may account for the gravitation of this king towards 
Jerahmeelite '"'its; note the comparison of Manasseh’s 
religion to tuat of Ahab (husband of a Misrite princess). 
Note also in v. 6 the reference to the sacrifice of children 
(cp. on xvi. 3). The queen-mother’s name is In 

E. Bib., s.v. ‘ Hephzibah,’ this is identified with the Phoenician 
name, Simon ( CIS , i. 102 ; Cooke, p. 90). But whether 
the name originally meant ‘ pleasure of Baal ’ is doubtful. 
SiOS may be the connecting link between (Gen. 

xxxvi. 2) and Snvd 2T ; cp. Ahab’s wife’s name. Dn 

may come from IDO, which is the name of a son of Manasseh 
(Josh. xvii. 2); cp. also on * Hepher,’ 1 K. iv. 10.—13. 
Point fnpm.—18. See E. Bib., ‘ Uzza, Garden of.’—19. 
pnn, like *nsn, may come from T>n»N; nita' 1 from nno" 1 
(see E. Bib., ‘Jotbah’). 

Chap. xxii. i. Cp. the N. Arabian name, npiin, Gen. 
xxxvi. 5, etc.—‘ Adaiah’; cp. mv, Gen. iii. 19, a Jerah¬ 
meelite name. 

xxii. 3 ff. The geography of the narrative has evidently 
been shifted. Even ‘ Jerusalem ’ is probably inaccurate ; the 
city meant is [Beth-]ishmael; cp. on xxiii. 13. The temple 
of this place had probably been almost destroyed. Josiah 
ordered its purification (as regards cultus) and reparation. 
In the course of the repairs, Hilkiah found the famous law¬ 
book of the Negeb, and perhaps carried out a further 
redaction and expansion of it. 

xxii. 12, 14. ‘Shaphan’ has nothing to do with 
totemism, though for a time such a connection seemed 
plausible (see E. Bib., ‘ Shaphan ’). Ahikam, Akbor, and 
Mikaiah are all Jerahmeelite names, and so, too, presumably 
is Shaphan. The best theory is to connect JOB with pas 
(the name of a N. Arabian region; see on Jer. i. 14 ff)-, 
cp. BDB from nas. ‘ Huldah,’ too, does not properly mean 
< weasel ’ (!), but is probably in its origin a literary corrup¬ 
tion of nSm, i.e. rrbm = n^nonr. The Nabataean name 
VT^n (CIS ii. 158 ; Cooke, p. 256) may be a stone-cutter’s 
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mistake; too, in 2 Chr. xxviii. x 2, an Ishmaelite 

name, should perhaps be , ' £ nn. * Huldah ’ is the wife of 

Shallum (Ishmaelite? Salmaean?), who is distinguished (1) 
as mpn-p, where sipn = rose (in the Negeb), and (2) as 
onian idb Dmn-p, i.e. j'npB [^sonr] p, * a man 

of Shimron-jerahmeel.’ 'in = *?NDm\ written too soon, and 
therefore to be neglected, nom is jyiob written shortly 
('icm). D’TQ is a manipulated corruption of 'nr (cp. 
onoi).—For D^BYTO read ^Nj)Dffl' , a; the two names are 
often confounded. If ‘ Huldah ’ had dwelt in Jerusalem, 
why should this have been mentioned ?—naffiaa, i.e. ^NSDBPa 
(cp. |DB, Isa. x. 27), originally a correction on the mis¬ 
written o^BWl. If we do not wish to hold that Huldah 
dwelt in Beth-ishmael (or -jerahmeel), one of the chief 
cities of the Negeb, we must suppose that a part of 
Jerusalem bore the name ‘Ishmael.’ Cp. on Zeph. i. 10; 
also E. Bib., ‘ Huldah,’ * Tekoa.’ 

Chap, xxiii. 4. The southern Bethel is meant (see on 
1 K. xii. 29, Am. vii. 13). For * Kidron,’ see on 2 S. xv. 23. 
— V. 5 D'nij?. See on Hos. x. 5, Zeph. i. 4.—niStn. 
The word follows BDBH and mvx. Most probably from 
rrfowiMP, ‘ the (great) Ishmaelitish goddess ’; cp. ro^o 
^*»DB'\ if we may so read in Jer. vii. 18. Similarly 
non (see on Ezek. viii. 14); cp. also D'DTDt, Dt ii. 20, 
from D'6 nsdB\ Perhaps we may omit BO Bn and rrrTr 
as interpolations, in which case the Baal and his consort 
(^xnn and n^NDOO" 1 ) will stand together. ‘All the host 
of heaven ’ (which follows) of course includes sun and moon 
(cp. xvii. 16, xxi. 3).—7. Benz., ‘The writer of v. yb seems 
not to have known what the D^BIp were for, since he 
makes them into weavers.’ But possibly we should read 
cans, ‘ Cushites ’ (see on 1 K. xiv. 24). The Cushites were 
temple-ministers; see on Ezek. xliv. 9 a, Zeph. i. 8 /, 2 S. 
v. 8 (‘therefore the Jerahmeelites are servants of Yahw£’s 
house ’). 

xxiii. 8. The difficulties of this verse are great. Why 
‘ from Geba to Beersheba ’ ? Did Judah proper really extend 
northward only as far as Geba (see E. Bib., * Geba.’) ? Next, 
even if we read dvtbB for d-hsB, who can explain the topo¬ 
graphical notice in v. 8 b ? The parallel phrase ‘ from Dan 
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to Beersheba’ originally described the Israelitish Negeb 
(see on Judg. xx. 1, 2 S. xxiv. 2), and ‘from Geba to 
Rimmon’ (taking these words by themselves) in Zech. 
xiv. 10 can only mean ‘from Geba to Jerahmeel/ and both 
these place-names necessarily belong to the Negeb. Then, 
TOT nnonffitf, TOT TD, and TOT —are not these in 

some way related? Then, om how is this 

to be construed in the clause? And what business has 
‘Joshua, chief of the city 1 in a description of a gate ? It is 
a weak remedy for bpn to insert ns (Klost, G. Hoffm., 
Ki., after @ L ; cp. Perles, Anal., 49). Only a thorough¬ 
going and yet regular criticism will help. We may assume 
that the passage referred originally to the Negeb (annexed 
by Judah) ; rmrp ^0 should be f?NDriT "nso (cp. HTim 
from f?NDTlT in the corrupt phrase rmrp Dnfrrva). As 
to v. Sb, it should probably run thus D^n mDlTiN }>n:n 
^NDPrT TrtD nns TDM, ‘ and he pulled down the bamdth of the 
skedim which were in the entrance of the gate of Jerahmeel. 1 
The corrupt text also permits us to see that there was a 
variant to ^worrp, viz. (as so often) The city 

meant was one distinguished religiously by having beside 
its gateway bamdth of Baal and his consort, here called 
shedim . sunrp is an invention of the redactor, based upon 
fragments of both readings ^NoriT and fwvDttP (i>. rrT + 
sm). TOT *it& comes from fwonr tdn 

comes from TOT BTN represents Snotbp 

^NDriT “1OT. The passage implies that the inhabitants of 
tfre Negeb still practised the old cults of the country, and 
had Israelitish priests. To these priests Josiah gave other 
places of abode, and their bamdth he profaned; and the 
specially famous bamdth of Jerahmeel (see on Jer. ii. 34, 
iii. 24, Mic. i. 5-7) he broke down. 

xxiii. 1 o. 'zfptih* Rather ^9^. according to most 

recent scholars (see E. Bib., ‘Molech,* § 5), was a title of 
Yahwk The evidence, as sanctioned by a keener criticism, 
seems to show that is a popular corruption of ^ndht (i.e. 
the Jerahmeelite Baal). See on Lev. xviii. 21, Jer. xxxii. 35. 
In the latter passage the bamdth of ‘ the Baal * are put in 
equally close connection with —11. The passage has 
been discussed in E. Bib., * Nathan-melech/ ‘ Parbar/ For 
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N3D read probably * on the west of/ and for the un- 

intelligible D'nnDl read The name seems 

to be a popular corruption of ^DnT JTTN. There was 
an Ethanite or Jerahmeelite, whose office was to attend 
to the mules—the king’s riding animals. Near his chamber 
were the horses which the kings of Judah had dedicated to 
the sun, together with the chariots of the sun, which latter 
Josiah is stated to have burned.—13. rvTT©&n nrr. Hoff¬ 
mann (ZATW ii. 175), Perles ( Anal\ 31), and Kittel (ad 
loc.) suppose rrT7©o to be an intentional, witty alteration of 
nnt&D. But what evidence is there for nn©D, c oil ’ ? Surely 
rpntDorr, like ©roan in Zeph. i. 11, comes from D’nnnaan, 
for an explanation of which see 2 S. xv. 32, mnnttr i©n 
D©. D-'nnn may also be a corruption of 

'©DH r6*D. See on Neh. xiii. 15, and cp. E. Bib ., ‘ Destruc¬ 
tion, Mount of,’ also (for the original name), Crit. Bib. p. 288, 
foot. There is good reason to think that the ‘ mountain * 
spoken of was really close to Beth-ishmael in the Negeb. 

xxiii. 15, 19. Here a revision of the text leads to 
important results. A recent writer* speaks thus (Day, JBL y 
1902, pp. 208/). 

We are told in the later narrative that Josiah carried his reform, 
not only into Ephraim and Manasseh, but also into Simeon and 
Naphtali (xxxiv. 6). Did the writers locate Simeon in the north 
because they knew no better than to place there a tribe that long 
before their time had been absorbed by Judah ? Naphtali appears 
to have become ... a name for all Galilee. The writers of 
2 Chr. think that the whole land must have been purged. In 
giving their conception of the extent of the reformation, they name 
all parts of the land as it was known to them. All this is in 
glaring contradiction to the earlier story, where Josiah is said to 
have gone only into Samaria when upon his iconoclastic pilgrimage. 

The truth, however, from the newer point of view, appears 
to be that Manasseh, Ephraim, Simeon, and Naphtali in 
2 Chr. xxxiv. 6 are the territories in the Negeb which were 
anciently colonised by the tribes bearing the names; the 
closing words of the verse should probably run [ ; onv] nhrrQ 
^n*d© , \ ‘in Rehoboth of Jerahmeel (or Ishmael).' Cp. on 
2 Chr. xv. 9, xxviii. 12, xxx. 1, 10 f , and see on Isa. 
ix. 7-x. 4. 
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xxiii. 29 

xxiii. 29. nbD mnQ. So in z/z/. 33-35, but in Jer. 
xlvi. 2 iDp r D, and in 2 Chr. xxxv. 20, 22 05 (without 'id). 
That the redactors thought of the Egyptian king Nek6u II., 
whom Herodotus (after Hecataeus) states to have warred 
with the Syrians, and to have defeated them at Magdolon, 
after which he took Cadytis, a large city of Syria (ii. 159), 
is beyond reasonable doubt. But Egypt was not half so 
likely to have interfered with the affairs of Palestine as a 
N. Arabian power. The description of Josiah’s encounter 
with Necoh may be plausibly read so as to fit this view. 
4 In his days the king of Misrim went up against the king 
of Ashhur to the stream Ephrath ; and king Josiah went 
against him, and he slew him at Migdal.’ Then ( vv . 3 3 /!) 
we are told that the Misrite king put Jehoahaz in chains 
at Riblah ( = JerahmeeI) in the land of Maacath (see 
E. Bib., 4 Riblah ’), and took him away to Misrim. It is 
true that Herodotus (l.c.) speaks of the warlike expedition 
of Ne/ew in Syria. But it is this same writer who elsewhere 
(ii. 141) speaks of 'Zava^api^o<;, king of the Assyrians and 
Arabians, as going against XeOw king of Egypt, whereas, 
doubtless, it was a king of the Asshurites and Arabians 
who went against the Egyptian king Seti (see E . Bib., 
‘ Sennacherib/ § 5). A similar confusion seems to have been 
made with regard to 4 Nekos.’ It was not an Egyptian but 
a N. Arabian king who made the expedition of which 
Herodotus speaks. The Greek writer knew nothing of the 
N. Arabian peoples, and concluded that, as Nekos was 
the most powerful king near the S. border of Syria, Nekos 
must have been the king meant by the notice which had 
reached him. Precisely such a mistake was made by the 
Chronicler and by the redactor of Kings, and all the more 
easily because the ethnic Misrite appears not to have gone 
out among Jewish writers even after, according to Winckler, 
the old Misrite territory had passed from the Misrites to the 
peoples called Kedar and Nebaioth. If so, we may suppose 
that the original narrative in Kings spoke of Inid or wd 
without as the king whom Josiah opposed. Herodotus’s 
4 Magdolon ’ is more correct than the 4 Megiddo’ of Kings 
and Chron.; the confusion of ^rriD and mo was very easy, 
Herodotus also throws some light on the facts by stating 
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that * Nekos 1 fought with the * Syrians/ It was, at any 
rate, virtually the Asshurites with whom the Misrite king 
contended ; the 'Kahvri 9 of Herodotus was possibly Kadesh. 
Prior to measuring himself with the king of Ashhur he 
wished to become possessed of the old Jerahmeelite Negeb, 
in which Migdal (perhaps Migdal-cusham, Judg. ix. 46) was 
situated.—On the text of the closing words (iriN 'iDN'lD is 
impossible), see Klost (who refers to 2 Chr. xxxvi. 23), and 
E . Bib ., ‘Josiah/ col. 2611, n. 1. Note that in 2 Chr. 
xxxvi. 22 HIQ nspll should most probably be brOD TOSM, 
or ro$D Vnni ('l and 'd have a tendency to be confounded), 
Cp. on Zech. xii. 11. 

xxiii. 31. Stolon comes from b^npn ; Sk is formative. 
The queen-mother by her name was a Hamathite, i.e. 
Maacathite. 

xxiii. 34. Eliakim made king; his name changed to 
Jehoiakim. The motive for such a change is not easy to 
see. Did the conqueror simply accept the name proposed 
by the priests? Or was the name originally 1 Yerahyakim/ 
for Yerahme’el-yakim/ i.e. ‘Jerahmeel raises up’? Cp. on 
xxiv. 17. 

CHAPS, xxiv.-xxv. Here again the question arises 
whether the (composite?) narrative does not confound two 
distinct invasions. It would be hypercriticism to deny that 
Nabu-kudur-usur, king of Babylon, invaded Judah. Berossus 
(Jos. c. Ap. i. 19) is said to have spoken of the rebellion of 
the satrap appointed by Nabopalasar in Egypt, and the 
region of Coele-syria and Phoenicia, of his defeat by Nabucho- 
donosor, and of the captives of the Jews, Phoenicians, Syrians, 
etc., made by that prince after his accession to the throne 
(cp. Winckler, Keilinschr . Texibuch (2) , p. 58, note 3). There 
is also a fragment of a cuneiform inscription relative to a 
campaign against Hatti-land (/.*. the region to the W. of 
the Euphrates) in 602 B.C. Still there are cases enough 
elsewhere of the (probable) confusion of two distinct invasions 
of Palestine (see on xviii. 9, 17, xxiii. 29, Isa. xx. 1) to 
make the story plausible even here (cp. on Jer. xxxvii. 5). 
A study of the later O.T. literature leads irresistibly to the 
conclusion that whatever the Babylonian operations in Pales¬ 
tine may have been, they did not set the same mark on 
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Jewish tradition as another invasion—that of the N. Arabians. 
That the name 'isnsTOID or •iSNTO'Qa meant, to the redactor of 
Kings, the Babylonian king Nabu-kudur-usur, is unquestion¬ 
able. But experience justifies us in doubting whether this 
was the name in all the original documents. Most probably 
(3 for i, after 7 , is a corruption) is, usually at least, 
a redactional transformation of Tilj, * Nebrod-asshur 1 ; 
cp. Mic. v. 5 [6], where * Asshur’ and * Nimrod 1 are parallel. 
Cp. on Jer. xxvii. 6, and for Nebrod = Nimrod see <S, Gen. 
x. 8/ 

xxiv. 2. For.onto read crabs or arD“DlN, for itriD and 
po* read perhaps .TOD and ^NDm\ Since Dnw, as well as 
pay, represents it is possible that the original passage 

meant ‘bands (cp. 2 K. v. 2, “the Arammites had gone out 
in bands”) of the Cushites, of the Jerahmeelites, and of the 
Misrites’ (Winckler admits Arabian 1 kasdiml AOF {2) , ii. 
2 5 ° tf*)' Note that v. 2 has the appearance of being the 
beginning of the account of an invasion; i.e. the Cushite, 
the Jerahmeelite, and Misrite ‘bands’ were the precursors of 
an army. Vv . 2-4, therefore, do not probably follow v. 1. 

xxiv. 7. This verse seems to be the continuation of v. 1. 
It states that the king of Misrim remained quietly in his 
own land. His plan of annexing the Negeb to Missor had 
been defeated, for his suzerain the king of Jerahmeel (MT. 
f?!ia) had taken all the territory which Pir’u of Missor had 
temporarily occupied ‘from the torrent of Misrim to the stream 
of Ephrath ’ (D'nsp, rrjDtj). 

xxiv. 8. Jehoiachin’s mother came from Ishmael 
(D^ttHT and are confounded). But Ishmael is a 

synonym for Jerahmeel. Jehoiakim’s mother also came 
from Jerahmeel ( 7701 * 1 , xxiii. 36, is a corruption). 

xxiv. 17. Mattaniah is made king, and his name 
changed to Sidkiyyah. Why ? Sidkiyyah must have 
meant more than Sidkite (a clan-name). May the rr in 
such names be a corruption of HT (for 7 KonT), so that the 
name would be capable of being interpreted ‘ Jerahmeel is 
righteousness/ or ‘Righteousness of Jerahmeel.’ Cp. on 
xxiii. 34. Zedekiah’s mother comes from Libnah, very 
possibly the Libnah in the Negeb (see on xix. 8). 

CHAP. xxv. 4-6. Zedekiah flees in the direction of 
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Arabia (Xiv TH > C P- on Dt. i- 0 > but is taken in Jerah- 
meelite Arabia (*wonv l-ivin). He hoped, perhaps, to reach 
the Misrite army (cp. E. Bib., 4 Zedekiah ’). ‘ Riblah ’ is a 

southern city (see E. Bib., s.v.). 

xxv. 20. nt?"!? 13 ?- A S ood Babylonian name. But it 

may have been produced by the redactor out of a N. Arabian 
name, either Bir-dadda (see on xx. 12) or Nebrod-aram.— 
D^rrata-l"?. The analogy of D'HD-m and rrpffl-m suggests 
that Vn may come from a N. Arabian district-name; one 
naturally thinks of D-ram inv. There were probably several 
Rehoboths. How the original sentence ran we cannot tell. 
Cp. on Gen. xxxvii. 36. 

xxv. 22 ff. See on Jer. xl. 15 ff., xliii. 2. The names 
all point to the Negeb (cp. E. Bib., 4 Tanhumeth ’). For 
instance, 4 Kareah ’ = Jerahmeel; 4 Netophathite ’ = Naphtu- 
hite (cp. E. Bib., 4 Naphtuhim ’). ‘ Maacathite’ = belonging 

to the southern Maacah. Mizpah may represent 4 Zarephath.’ 

xxv. 2 7. thd The redactor obviously meant 

Nebuchadrezzar’s son and successor, Avil-Marduk, no his¬ 
torical inscriptions of whose reign have come to light. 
Berossus says that this king ruled av 6 juo<! Kal at reX-yw?. His 
reign, however (562-560 B.C.), was surely too short to be 
that referred to in w. 29 f. (• all the days of his life ’). It is 
only a slight improvement which Tiele (BAG 457 ff.) pro¬ 
duces by supposing (on biblical-chronological grounds) that 
the true liberator of Jehoiachim was Nergal-sar-usur, 
commonly called Neriglissar ; this gives four years (560-556), 
instead of two, to account for the Hebrew phrase referred to. 
One can hardly doubt, however, that the king intended was 
the leading N. Arabian king, and that the underlying name 
is TT 13 Snot-p (cp. on xx. 12). It would be delightful to 
replace this notice with security in its complete historical 
setting. Did the friendly treatment of Jehoiachin involve 
the recognition of the Jews as a nation, and therefore of the 
Jewish cult? If so, it would seem that the temple must, as 
a consequence, have been rebuilt, and that licence must have 
been given to the exiles to return. Tradition is opposed 
to this, and so too, apparently, is the great prophecy of restora¬ 
tion in the Book of Isaiah. But see Cheyne, PsP> Introd., 
and especially Winckler, A OF ii. 198, 439; cp. KA p. 284. 
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1 Kings xvii. 12, xviii. 10. Why mm? Kittel 

replies, ‘ In the former case because the speaker is a 
heathen (?); in the latter because Elijah stands in a special 
relation to Yahwe.’ The reasons are very weak. Most 
probably the original reading was ^N[D]rm mm, which 
a PP ears have been a current name of Yahw& in the Negeb, 
indicating that he was identified with Jerahmeel. See on 
Gen. ii. 4 b. If so, * Baal * was distinguished by the narrator 
from Jerahmeel, which is very possible. 

xviii. 12. mm rm is followed by a masc. verb. Why ? 
nn is fern. According to Stade ( SBOT ) rm is a later 
addition, to remove the anthropomorphism. The original 
reading, however, most probably was fworrp mm. rm was 
suggested by an incomplete fworm ('nv), and, for the sake 
of sense, was prefixed to mm. 

2 Kings v. 11. mpnm^N has not been satisfactorily 

explained. Stade excises it as a gloss. He is right, but 
the form needs correction. In Gen. xii. 6, Isa. xxxiii. 21, 
mpo is a corruption of onv (= ; cp. also DVDp'' 

(1 K. iv. 12). Probably mpomfw represents ^NDm\ a .cor¬ 
rection of A current name of the God of Israel 

appears to have been f?NOTTT mm (see preceding notes). It 
is true that the God of Aram bore a name which ultimately 
represents ^erahmeeP; the origin of‘Rimmon’ or ‘Remman’ 
(©) however, had no doubt been forgotten. [Stade seems 
wrong, in omitting mm, with (g v .] 
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JOSHUA 

No one who has studied the recent commentaries, histories 
of Israel, and treatises on Hebrew names, can fail to see 
how much investigation is still required in the Book of 
Joshua. There are, first, the ordinary and most easily 
recognised textual questions; next, the historical problems 
which are largely mixed up with less obvious, but not less 
real, textual problems; and lastly, the problems of the 
significance, linguistic and geographical, of clan-names and 
place-names. All these need to be taken up from a larger 
point of view, and some of them for the first time. An 
attempt is made to do so here, except, indeed, in so far as 
the constructive treatment of historical questions is con¬ 
cerned. That must be left, if it please God, for the near 
future, when perhaps the wished-for help will have been 
received from fellow-students working on the same lines. 
It may, however, at least be suggested to commentators that 
the view of the conquest of the land of Israel, as having been 
effected rapidly and completely under Joshua, becomes, not, 
indeed, historical, but less strikingly irrational, if the land 
which Israel, according to the earlier form of the narrative, 
occupied was the N. Arabian border-land, than if, as the 
present text represents, it was Palestine to the west of the 
Jordan. Also that the narrative of the conquest of * Jericho 1 
(including among its details the incidents of the ‘harlot* 
Rahab and the ‘mantle of Shinar*) becomes more intelli¬ 
gible by the application of a keener textual criticism, while 
the strange story of the ‘ hill of the foreskins * now for the 
first time reveals its own origin ; and further, that riddles 
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like TPT prf? (xiii. 32) and pTH miTO (xix. 35) appear 
to have at length yielded to criticism. The geographical 
significance of the proper names too can be better seen, 
now that by the application of the comparative method, and 
the study of recurring types of corruption, it has become 
possible to see that in their earliest form very many of the 
place-names record the original settlements of the tribes 
which occupied the N. Arabian border-land. The expression 
* better seen* is here used to guard against the erroneous 
supposition that a claim is made by the present writer to 
finality. The work in hand is difficult, and though possi¬ 
bilities and probabilities have been anxiously weighed in the 
light of a widened point of view, the writer knows full well 
that the years will bring many welcome supplements and 
corrections. 

Chap. i. 2. Joshua (see on Num. xiii. 4-16) is to lead 
the people across the same stream which its ancestor Jacob 
crossed when returning to ‘his country* (Gen. xxxii. 11). 
As we shall see, Jacob’s country was in N. Arabia, and the 
stream was the jrn*? (Yarhon = Yerahmeel). Note the 
ancient correction of pv into *inT (Vtt), Num. xxii. 1, etc., 
which leaves hardly a doubt as to the true reading. 

i. 4. The geography has been transformed. frnirr 
should be either *7 xhl or njfoffT, and ms = mDN; see on 
Gen. xv. 18. For 'an DV7 Dt. xi. 24 has |Yim*rr DVT; 'rm 
comes from DfTT or ; cp. nn« often for VrT, also 

im\ Thus the two phrases are synonymous (cp. E . j Bib., 
col. 3010). The Lebanon is the southern range so called 
(see on Jer. xxii. 20, 1 K. v. 20, 2 K. xiv. 7).—D^nnH bs 

interrupts, and is evidently a gloss (not in <g BAL ). The 
phrase itself surprises Dillmann and Steuernagel; ‘ Hittites * 
and ‘ Canaanites * are not generally synonymous. But, as 
usual, D’nn represents D'TQm (see on Gen. x. 15). ‘ Reho- 

bothites * and ‘ Zarephathites * are used widely, though not as 
synonymous with ‘ Canaanites ' (rather ‘ Kenizzites *). 

i. 14. Dutton. For this much misunderstood word, see 
on Ex. xiii. 18, 1 K. xviii. 1.—15 (end). See on Dt. iv. 47. 

Chap. ii. 1. ahn. BDB say, ‘noun masc. as adv., 
“ silently, secretly.” * But this implies an excessive deference 
to MT. Clearly we must read inmw, ‘ (to) Ashhur/ one of 
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the terms for the N. Arabian borderland, though also used 
with a special significance. Cp. on Din, Judg. i. 35, and on 
rronn, 1 S.xxiii. 15.—‘Jericho.’ But the previous statement 
mentioned Ashhur as the point for which the spies were to 
make. This confirms the view (see on Gen. xiv. 7, Num. 
xxxiv. 4) that tmp in WQ tmp is miswritten for tmn, i.e. nntpN, 
and that sni comes from pm, i.e. ^NDrtT. Now Ashhur- 
jerahmeel seems to be the true name of the capital of Bashan 
(cp. on Dt. iii. 17). There is no reason, however, why there 
should not have been another place bearing a name which 
was virtually Ashhur-jerahmeel, though in the. speech of the 
people it became Heresh-ram'an (iOH tmp) and (omitting 
the first half of the name) pm 1 or vn\ The later pro¬ 
nunciation of UTP was Yereho or Yeriho (here, MT. gives 
-irPT).—Let us now return to min, which, by the way, the 
accentuation unites to If the true name of the city 

was Ashhur-jerahmeel, it becomes probable that ion 1 ? here, 
as occasionally elsewhere (e.g. Jer. iii. 1, see note), has come 
from ^NDnT, or has displaced an imperfectly written 'm\ 
Read, ‘ as spies to Ashhur-jerahmeel [saying].’— TWIT. Why 
to the house of a harlot ? To attract less attention, say the 
commentators. A weak answer, when we consider that 
Jephthah and (in <g BL ) Jeroboam are made sons of harlots 
by a pure mistake of the scribes (see on Judg. xi. 1, 1 K. 
xi. 26, and cp. on 1 K. xxii. 38), TWIT being a corruption of 
some popular abbreviation of cp. ps, ]«2, p. The 

original text must have stated that the Israelitish spies 
found hospitality in the house of an Ishmaelitess—a fact 
specially noticed, because ‘Jericho’ was a city of the Ish- 
maelites ( = Jerahmeelites or Ashhurites).—am should be 
connected with the name of some clan, or people, or place, 
inn and inn (cp. on Num. x. 29) have been suggested 
(E. Bib., cof. 2399). From vi. 25 we learn that the clan of 
3 m (or mn ?) existed long afterwards in the midst of Israel. 
Cp. Bertholet, Die Stellung der Israeliten, p. 5.—7. pm. 
The original story had jnvrr (i. 2). 

CHAP. iii. That the original story spoke of the capture 
of a city called Jerahmeel is in the highest degree probable. 
Did it also say anything of the wonderful crossing of a 
stream by the Israelitish host ? I see no reason to doubt 
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this. The substratum of this story seems to be mythological 
(Winckler, GI ii. 106 /), and even if it should turn out that 
the stream called Jarhon was not a very great one, this 
need not diminish our enjoyment of the narrative, which 
partakes of the nature of a fairy-tale. The case is parallel 
to that of the rivers of Paradise, which were identified (how 
unfitly!) with the streams of the N. Arabian border-land 
This renders it superfluous to indulge in the otherwise 
plausible hypothesis that two traditions were confounded, 
one of which had no crossing of any river, and referred to 
the conquest by the Judahites of the city of Jerahmeel, and 
the other to the crossing of the Jordan near Damieh, and 
the conquest of a Jerahmeelite city by the Ephraimites. 
See E . Bib. y ‘Jericho/ § 4, where it is held that ‘the crossing 
of the Jordan by the Israelites under the Ephraimite Joshua 
was, in its original form, parallel to the migration of Jacob- 
Israel across the Jordan, which an early tradition placed at 
the point where it is met by the Jabbok.* Against this 
observe that most probably the Ephraim which Joshua 
represents is a southern Ephraim, and the Jabbok a southern 
stream; cp. also in general G. A. Smith {Hist. Geogr . 659- 
662), whose argument is directed against Stade from a 
different point of view. 

iii. 16. The following corrections appear practically 
certain. We have here two parallel, alternative descriptions. 
One runs thus —T$n D'TVJl D^n non 

nuns TSp. ‘Jerahmeel* is here the name of a district 
‘ Aram * may perhaps be the city previously called mvt 
( = ^NDnv). T) iDp, TrTN, and pmn (for the first cp. DNp 
in Hos. x. 14 ; for the second, see on Gen. xvi. 13, xxii. 13; 
for the third, cp. D^pm, Ps. lxv. 6) represent respectively, 
the first the second and third together 'rm "lntffr*, a 

fuller phrase for the Jerahmeelite region or district, which we 
shall again and again meet with, "tnd and DINl both repre¬ 
sent jms (cp. min) is one of the current corruptions 

of nB-)S. The second runs thus—D^] :n$ D? DHTH 
irvtta ion [f?NDrn\ Cp. on Dt. Iii. 17. Note that &s 
rendering includes the words ea>9 fiipov 9 K apia 0 iap€i/i (see 
E. Bib.). This it is usual to regard as corresponding to 
jms ; according to Hollenberg K aptaO. is an ex- 
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pansion of <rap 6 av (cp., however, E. Bib., col. 2398, note 2). 
But it is certain that <@’s rendering is no longer in its 
original form ; it is conflate. One thing seems clear, that 
the writer of K apiaOiapeip. had before him a text in which 
the Jerahmeelite scenery of the narrative was more evident 
than it is now. We are not bound to adopt either 
D'-iy mp or ^NDJ-rv mp; mp may perhaps be a bad 
emendation of pmn. But we are justified in insisting on 
the view that ‘Jerahmeel’ came into the description, from 
which it follows that the later tradition was quite wrong in 
its geography. Cp. on 1 K. vii. 46. 

Chap. iv. 3 (cp. 8). ‘And lay them down p?B 3 
rrW?n 'll C. Niebuhr (Gesch. i. 327) has already 

remarked on the strangeness of the term He thinks 

that the story of the twelve stones originally stood in one of 
the Elijah-traditions (cp. v. 5, end, with 1 K. xviii. 31), and 
that p*?D comes from this tradition (cp. 2 K. vi. 1-6). But 
the truth about p*?o will be clear to us if we refer back to a 
strange story about Moses, in which pSoi also occurs 
(Ex. iv. 24); see also on 2 K. xix. 23, Jer. ix. 1. No doubt 

in all these passages comes from SndITP. The stones 
were actually set up (vv. 19 /.) in Gilgal. ‘ Gilgal ’ as we 
have seen (on Dt xi. 29 /) was in the Jerahmeelite region. 
It is possible that nW>n in the appended words of v. 3 
('in TGJn) really comes from (cp. on 2 K. viii. 21, 

Ps. lxxvii. 3, xci. 5) —a gloss on p^n, so that the redactor’s 
work was limited to connecting the two corrupt words p;Dl 
and nWn.— 13. utt nm (so v. io), from prrv ns>, t.e. 
‘Arabia of the (stream) Jarhon.’ Cp. on Dt. i. 1 and on 
3N1D 'iv, Num. xxii. 1. 

CHAP. v. 2 ff. The current criticism is very defective 
here, owing to the want of a sufficiently thorough criticism 
of the text With Hollenberg, Wellhausen, etc., we may 
agree that the original part of vv. 2-9 is limited to w. 2 
8 /. (or, rather, as Carpenter and Battersby), w. 2 f, 9, and 
that the object of the inserted passage was to harmonise the 
original account with the statement of Gen. xvii. that circum¬ 
cision was the sign of the covenant of Israel with Yahwfc. 
It is wrong, however, to affirm that Tlffl and j-P 3 » in v. 2 
were also inserted in the same harmonising spirit, for these 
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words are corrupt; all that we can say is, that the faulty 
readings may have been facilitated by a desire to prepare 
the way for w. 3-7 (8). It is also an erroneous view that 
the short original account said anything at all about circum¬ 
cision. As in Ex. iv. 24-26 (quoted as a parallel to w. 
2 f, 8 f by Kuenen), also in Gen. xxxiv. (see £. Bib., col. 
4439), and in 1 S. xviii. 25-27 (see note), the reference to 
circumcision is due to faults in the text. The true name of 
the ‘hill’ spoken of in v. 3 has nothing to do with fore¬ 
skins ; 1 it is a corruption of D^NDnv rum (for this name, 
see on 1 S. x. 5), for which it may suffice here to refer to 
the gloss (as if ‘ uncircumcised ones ’) on dtudSq, or, 

rather, D'nms. We now pass to v. 2. Joshua is told to 
make ‘ flint knives ’ (D^S rtoin) and circumcise the Israelites 
* again, the second time.’ The key to's 'Sn is supplied by 
a phrase in v. 9. D'HSD DDin, though, as it stands, an am¬ 
biguous and improbable phrase, must nevertheless be correct 
as regards D"H2D. It is true, ‘flint knives’ might be an 
archaic survival (see E. Bib., col. 2685), but the double 
plural (o-m I-rain) would not be likely in a technical term. 
The two phrases, Dns mnn and D'HSD nmn, are variants ; 
each supplies half of the true text, which is rvoin, 

‘swords of the Misrites.’ It is now possible to give decisive 
corrections of So mnft (or, as <g, anft), of rroffl, and of n©i> 
1^. nm and 3 ©"’ ( 3 ©l) are frequent corruptions of 
and comparing further the names ^n© and f?3©N, which 
have the same origin, we cannot hesitate to correct f?m>n©\ 
rP 3 ®, however strange it may seem to the inexperienced, 
comes from a corrupt form of 'ovr (so in Isa. iv. 6, Ezek. 
xi. 11), and so also does ~\b n©» (cp. on ‘Eshcol,’ Gen. 
xiv. 13, Num. xiii. 23). To take a step further, we must 
once more combine v. 2 with v. 9. In v. 2, correctly read, 
(i.e. omitting the three ^NSDIU 1 ), the divine speech is reduced 
to the fragment Wiap-aa-rw D'H2D mm In v. 9, how¬ 
ever, we read in MT. (@ agrees), oyisp np-in-riN 'nhW Di’n 
Dy'^?a. This gives us as the necessary correction of the 
speech in v. 2, D'nso mmo V -an n« •'m^a over (for 
T&N1, see on Ps. xxii. 9). in v. 9 can now be easily 

accounted for. It is a corruption of D'p^Di? = D^HDTTT, 

1 Also nothing to do with the Babylonian Aralu ( E • Bib., col. 1716). 
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which is a gloss on D*n2£D, parallel to the gloss biwnw'' in v. 
2. It is almost needless to add that v. 3 is a redactional 
piece of work, except rrbixri nsl1, i.e. 'll; we 

omit as dittographic, and replace 1. Where the words 
‘at the hill of the Jerahmeelites' belong we shall see 
presently. 

v. 13-15. Omitting w . 10-12 (P), we come (as it 
seems) to an account of a divine revelation to Joshua 
(cp. on v. 15 a with Ex. iii. 5). But where is the revela¬ 
tion ? 1 The answer is that part of it, at any rate, is to 
be found in a distorted form in w . 3 and 9. In the 
original story v . 15 a was followed by these words, 
d'nso mmnD-oi-nN 'rbrn dth s&nrp-^N '■* The 

‘ drawn sword 1 of the speaker would be an apt comment 
on such a speech. And in the opening of v. 13 'lrPTl 
(clearly unsuitable) should be changed into D^NDnT 111. 
Apparently the 4 Jerahmeelites' hill * was close to Gilgal, 
where, according to Judg. ii. 1 (see note), mm had 

his station. 2 

CHAP. vi. 4. 4 Seven trumpets of rams' horns.' Revised 

Version, with margin, 4 or, jubile trumpets.' The combina¬ 
tion of rmEfitD with D^irrr, and in v. 5 of pp with ^ivn, 
is remarkable. According to the common theory, both 
and f?TP meant originally 4 ram,' and hence * ram's 
horn' (see Ges.-Bu., s.v .). There is no evidence, indeed, 
that lD'iQ? ever means 4 ram' in the O.T., and no secure 
evidence that f?iv does. Why, eg., should f?ivrr pp mean 
* a ram's horn ?' And why do we never find the analogous 
phrase IDWH pp? Lastly, the phrase b'lVTl rotD (Lev. 
xxv. 13, etc., P), if explained ‘year of the ram's horn,' 
appears scarcely distinctive enough for the great ero? rfj<; 
a<£ecrea>5 3 (@). The philological facts on which the ordinary 
theory is based are sound, but the theory may nevertheless 
be wrong. It seems wiser to say that the origin of lEntfl 
is almost as uncertain as that of misn. To me it appears 

1 Holzinger well remarks that a mere repetition of Ex, iii. 5 is 
improbable. 

2 Similarly Steuemagel, comparing Judg. ii. 1, assumes that the 
appearance described was at Gilgal. 

3 @ gives a <f>e<ri$ for un, Lev. xxv. 10, for by\\ Lev. xxv. 28, etc., 
and for noosy, Dt. xv. 1, etc. 
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possible that these three terms, 'srr, 'id, and hyp all come 
from the names of N. Arabian peoples. This is, at any 
rate, probable for ^ir. We have seen in the course of 
these inquiries that certain objects from N. Arabia are 
described as being Jerahmeelitish or Ishmaelitish (bows, 
mantles, and cymbals may be mentioned), and we shall see 
later that the 4 Jabal ’ and 4 Jubal ’ of Gen. iv. 20, the 4 Obil ’ 
of 1 Chr. xxvii. 30, and the 4 Ubal ’ of Dan. viii. 2, etc., are 
Jerahmeelite names. It is natural to suppose that the 
trumpet or horn of yobel came from N. Arabia, and that 
the word yobel (like comes from *?Nom\ Quite 

independently of this, it has been held that sow "bvbt in 
Ps. cl. 5 must mean ‘cymbals of Ishmael’ (read ^nsdbp). 
It may not be superfluous to remark that the story of 
Hiram the artificer appears to show that bronze-work was 
anciently a specialty of the Jerahmeelite region (see on 
I K. vii. 13 /., 46). The secret of SlYTT has not yet 
been fully penetrated. 4 Year of the Jerahmeel-trumpets ’ is 
an inadequate meaning. 4 Year of Jerahmeel, 1 however, is not 
impossible; this might mean 4 the year of the reassignment 
of the Negeb.’ I here assume that the phrase is very 
ancient, and comes from a law-book which had special 
reference to the Negeb. The origin of the corruption 
was, of course, forgotten. 

vi. 19, 24. The treasury of Yahwe’s house intended 
here is probably that of Beth-jerahmeel (see on Dt. xii. 5). 
See on ix. 27. 

Chap. vii. 1. ps (cp. pas, Num. xiii. 22, |ps->, Dt. 
x. 6, and Dsap’, xii. 22), and -ps (see <J£ B , Pesh., and cp. 
vii. 25, and 1 Chr. ii. 7, 4 Esd. vii. 37 [107]) are both 
early distortions of f?NDm\ and equally justifiable readings. 
With ‘Akar we may compare the legendary Ahikar (Achia- 
charus of Gk. Tobit; Vg. Achior). 'D“D also comes from 
VlT (cp. 4 Beth-hakkerem ’). rot and m) too are N. 
Arabian clan-names (£. Bib., 4 Zabdi,’ 4 Zabdiel ’; cp. 4 Zinin,’ 
4 Zerah ’). 

vii. 2 . <S B omits mA D 7 pD p» ; ©\ ‘jN-TVlf? D 7 pD. 
Steuernagel follows <g B ; he holds that pNTYQ is a deliberate 
alteration of m, Beth-el being regarded as a place of 
idolatrj. This, however, is an error; see next note .—’'Sij 
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((g, Taf, sometimes 1} 7ro?u? = tot). A strange name for 

a city evidently of great importance. Of course, ‘heap’ 
cannot be the meaning (cp. C. Niebuhr, Gesch. i. 336). The 
word may be a corruption of ; cp. on 0""N in 11 . Isaiah. 
There was a famous place in N. Arabia called Kirjath-'arab, 
i.e. Rehoboth (not Hebron), but this does not appear to have 
been near Beth-el; besides, Joshua is said to have assigned 
Rehoboth (Hebron ??) to Caleb (xiv. 13). There is, however, 
one important place near Beth-el, viz. Beth-aven, or rather 
Beth-on (cp. on Am. v. 5, Hos. iv. 15); and the question is, 
whether ‘ Ai ’ does not mean the city which preceded the 
later Beth-on, and was itself called ‘ On ’ (pt*) or ‘ Beth-on,’ 
and perhaps also ‘ Beth-eden ’ (see on Am. i. S)- Possibly 
was a deliberate alteration of p» to keep the two sites 
distinct. In Isa. x. 28 we find a place called ‘Aiath’ 
(or perhaps ‘ Ai ’; cp. @), but this was not necessarily 
more than a ruin; the ‘Ai’ of Ezr. ii. 28, Neh. vii. 32, 
and the ‘Aija’ of Neh. xi. 31 are probably archaistic. 
Hence even if pN rrQ-Ds be a gloss (see preceding note), 
we must not defend this on the ground that pN no is a 
dogmatic alteration of Sn no.—7- It is simplest to read 
■'a-wp. 

vii. 21. pm 1 ?, ‘bar (of gold),’ can now be confirmed 

by the use of lisanu in Ass. and Bab. inscriptions (Bruno 
Meissner, ZATW, 1903, pp. 151/)- It is strange, how¬ 
ever, that this should be the only occurrence of the word 
in such a sense, and considering that one might well expect 
a gloss on such an obscure geographical name as nsom, 
it is better to regard 'b as a corruption of as in 

xv. 2, xviii. 19, Isa. xi. 15, Ps. cxx. 3, cxl. 12. As so 
often, the marginal gloss got into the text at an un¬ 
suitable place. It may have been already corrupt when 
it thus shifted its position. Tits might be redactional. 
But more probably both nrm and triM are fragments of 
^NDTTP, which, like 'om' 1 (pm*?), is a gloss on But 

what is nwm? Is it = sani-'iri, i.e. ‘land of two cities,’ 
as Schrader once supposed ( KA T°* 34) ? Or is it = 5 umir, 

1 The view in E. Bib., col. 1751, that ’b is a corruption of pne>, 
‘ cuirass,’ is plausible. But experience of the types of corruption favours 
the above theory. 
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a Babylonian district of doubtful location, as S chr ader 
afterwards held {KA T™ 118 /)? Or is it = Sanbara, a 
region mentioned with Hatti in Am. Tab. 25, 49? Surely 
these are all equally hazardous explanations. Many 
parallels, however, suggest that ‘Shinar’ is a compound 
N. Arabian name. Virtually, it is = a>oi» and jun, i.e. it 
comes from ny J», where ]tt? (cp. jnb) represents 
‘ Shinar ’ then means ‘ Ishmael of Arabia.’ For ®’s para¬ 
phrase ^frtXfjv 1TotKtXrjv, see on 2 S. xiii. 18 f. 

vii. 24, 26. The scene of Joshua’s warfare is in the 
S. borderland. Not only, therefore, does T)3$ (like TODS) 
probably come from ^nditp (see on v. 1), but pos, as in 
Ps. lx. 8, etc., must come from roso. pov would not be 
a very natural word for a valley in the region indicated. 
Chap. viii. 17. Sn myi (J§[ does not express 

mn. Was this introduced by a scribe (Steuernagel), or 
through ‘awkward editorial supplementation’ {Oaf. Hex). 
Perhaps the original text had p» mi, here and here only, 
for "WT (see on vii. 2), of which there were two competing 
corrections, and rra. 

Chap. ix. The agreement with the Gibeonites. The 

narrative is composite. Steuernagel divides it between 
D 2 and P. Both strata contain the same statement as 
to the fate of the Gibeonites, whose lives indeed are 

spared, but who are assigned as slaves, hewers of wood 
and drawers of water, to the sanctuary of Yahwfe (see on 
w. 23, 27). ‘When the Gibeonites were really put into 
this position,’ says Steuernagel, ‘ cannot be made out with 
certainty ; probably it took place in the time of Solomon 
(1 K. ix. 20 f., Ezra ii. 5 5 /■)■’ But of the two passages 
which he quotes the first alone is to the point, and that 
only to a slight extent j it speaks of the forced labour of 
the non - Israelites of Solomon’s dominion, including the 
‘ Hivites ’ (cp. Josh. ix. 7) i the second is disfigured by 
textual corruption (see E. Bib., ‘Solomon’s Servants’). 
The probabilities is that both parts of the strange story 
in chap. ix. have been manipulated by redactors, and that 
originally the narrative only stated that the powerful 
Gibeonite people escaped extermination, not by superior 
prowess, but by a mere ruse , and that the notion of their 



JOSHUA 


409 


ix. 1 


being condemned to be ‘ hewers of wood and drawers of 
water* arose through the corruption of niiTi 1 * 1 $ 

(‘ Arabia, Rehoboth-ishmael*) into 1 'Olpm "Os. 

The corruption is closely analogous to that in Ezr. ii. 5 
(see E. Bib., Lc.). We may also compare, for the corruption 
of Ttt into 112?, the corrupt din 111? from DIN mv ; for 
that of mm into nan, see on Num. xi. 4, 2 S. viii. 8, Ezek. 
xxxix. 6; for that of 'dbt into D'SS, on Dt. ii. 8 (pss); 
and for that of d^nsd&P into we may compare 

S1D = SDD = / DD’' in xix. 2, and D^lNDD (from 'ottp) in 
Judg. v. 11, also D^D in xi. 8, 2 S. xii. 27. It really 
appears as if one of the main historical difficulties of the 
Joshua-narratives had been removed, and fresh light had 
been thrown on the genesis of some of the later narratives. 

ix. 1a. Read ihrn Sbm ramm to ]‘rn:n msi 
[p 31 ^n ^NDITP fno = 'm\ as in Dt. i. 1. ‘Gilead, 

Jerahmeel, Lebanon* is a gloss on lim (cp. on Dt 

i. 7).— 4 Gilead,* in 2 S. ii. 9, is the most important 

part of the S. borderland.—The list in v. lb is a gloss 
on in a \ the original reading in a may have been 

[’’DIN ?] *oba (®; Steuernagel).—3. As the historical 

and geographical setting shows, Gibeon must be in the 
southland. The other mentions of the place in the O.T., 
critically treated, favour this view. Note, for instance, that 
in 1 Chr. ix. 35 (viii. 29), the ‘father* 2 * of Gibeon is 

(= *?NDnv), whose wife’s name is ‘ Maacah,* and that, 
according to v. 38 (viii. 32), Jeuel’s family dwelt in D^ttPiT, 
which, the names being Jerahmeelite, may be, and probably 
is, a corruption of ^nsdbp ; i.e. the land of the Gibeonites 
was in the N. Arabian borderland. It is still more im¬ 
portant that the references to the pool of Gibeon in 2 S. 

ii. 13 ff. y Jer. xli. 12 occur in contexts which point distinctly 

1 The singular and plural, side by side, in v. 23, has naturally 
excited surprise. On the new theory i Arabia,’ or 1 Ishmaelite Reho- 
both,’ was a marginal note stating where Gibeon was. Note that 
one of the Gibeonite cities is called ‘Beeroth,* i.e. ‘Rehoboth’ (v. 17). 

2 It is most probable, however, that '3 n in these and similar passages 
(e.g. 1 Chr. ii. 21, 23/, 42, 44/, etc.) has supplanted an original my. 

If so, in ix. 35 '22 should be '22 any, i.e. ‘ Arab-gibeon,’ a gloss on 

‘Gibeon.’ Cp. the proper names Abshalom and Abishai = e Arab- 
ishmael, and see on xv. 13. 
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to this region. Cp. also above (introd. to chap, ix.), on 
'in in v. 23. 

ix. 7. rather •nhtrbij, i.e. or 

■nrrorr^H (cp. on Judg. iii. 3). See on x. 41, ‘the land 
of Gishran = (Ashhur) unto Gibeon.’—10. See on Num. 
xxi. 21-35, Dt. iii- 17. 

ix. 17. (J§ omits * on the third day.’ The three other 

Gibeonite cities. (1) mm Cp. the fpn ->:n, Neh. vii. 24, 
mentioned before the b’nS Gib'on. Probably from ion, 
Hepher, 1 K. iv. 10. The mr of Ezra ii. 18 probably 
comes from ;tp[D3] ; but cp. E. Bib., 1 Hariph.’ In Neh. 

vi. 2 Chephirah is probably intended by lain nspll D1DD ; 
read DDSDl Dion, ‘ IJiphram (?) in Maacath-on.’ This 
passage suggests that Chephirah (Hiphrah ?) and, therefore, 
Gibeon were not very far from Ai (Beth-on?); cp. on 

vii. 2. (2) nYWl, i.e. probably one of the places called 

mam. (3) D v w» map, probably from 'p (cp. TH'). 

Note that the prophet Uriah of * K.-jearim ’ flees to Misrim 
(Jer. xxvi. 20 /.), just the natural refuge for him if this 
place was in the Negeb. Cp. on xv. 9. 

ix. 23, 27. The Gibeonites being a people of the 
Negeb (v. 3), the sanctuary which they are to serve is 
also in the Negeb', by which we here mean the N. Arabian 
borderland (see on Dt. xii. 5). 

CHAP. x . i . ‘Adoni-zedek [<®, harmonistically, A Savi- 
king of Jerusalem.’ On the names in Assyrian 
historical and business records compounded with Aduni, 
Adunu, see Zimmern, KAT® 398, note 2. It is enough 
to mention here Adunibaal (beside Abibaal), a son of a 
king of Arvad (KB ii. 173). From our point of view 
Aduni-baal and Adoni-zedek are both compounded of 
ethnic or district names of the N. Arabian borderland. 

(as often, e.g. Baal-gad) is a corrupt fragment of 
^NDn-p; pis is an old clan-name (see on 2 S. viii. 17), 
though also probably the name of the god worshipped 
especially by the Sedek clan (cp., for facts, Zimmern, KA T™ 
473/); p® is the name of a district famous in legend 
and in prophecy (see on Gen. ii. 8, Am. i. 4 /, and E. Bib., 
1 Paradise,’ § 7). Such names were carried by immigrants 
to Phoenicia, and naturally abounded in the Negeb. 



X. 3 JOSHUA 411 

of?B 1 Y, as often (see on ix. 3), comes from SnsdB'’. 
‘ Ishmael ’ or .‘ Jerahmeel ’ was one of the chief places in 
the Negeb. See on Judg. i. 5. We need not therefore 
cast about for an excuse for the apparent anachronism 
‘ king of Jerusalem.’ 

x. 2. Adoni-zedek is afraid because Gibeon ‘was a 
great city, like one of the royal cities, and because it was 
greater that Ai,’ etc. What an obscure and prolix story! 
How can Gibeon have been greater than Ai, and yet 
(unlike Ai) have had no king? The remedy is simple. 
The first [rr]Vni probably comes from uta (see on 
xiv. 15). riD^Dorr reminds us of m&DD iyi = f?NDrrp rva, 
Am. vii. 13. The original text said simply, ‘they feared 
greatly because Gibeon was a city of Gilead.’ To this two 
glosses were appended, f?NoriY "ns nniO, ‘ like one of the 
cities of Jerahmeel,’ and a much later one, inconsistent with 
the former, 'in nf?Yra NVT ’01, * and because it was greater 
(than Ai, etc.).’ 

x. 3. As to the personal names. For cmn read DYin ; 
see on v. 33. In both passages ® gives ai\ap [BA] or 
eTutfi [L]. ‘ Horam ’ and ‘ Elam * both come from ^>NonY 

(cp. on D^i?, Gen. x. 22, Ezra ii. 7). DiHD probably repre¬ 
sents imD ; cp. Pir’u, king of Musur (KB ii. 54). ; cp. 

TIMID and nsiD. But @ B ( te<f> 6 a ) suggests either nD , > or 
nno\ The name Japafci given to a prince of Gazri 
(Gezer) in Am. Tab. 204, 4, etc. may be compared with 
y>D\ We also find Japti’-Addu. Is Japabi = Japti’ = nn£T ? 
See on friB^S, xxvi. 33. Til is properly a place-name; 
see on xv. 15. All these seem to be Negeb names. Next, 
as to the place-names. plan, as usual, has grown out 
of, or been substituted fpr, mnm, while niDY (like the 
niDY of 1 Chr. viii. 14, etc.) represents Knotty. Possibly 
indeed niDY, as an alternative form to VlY, was not un¬ 
commonly used, for mo in Isa. xxviii. 15, 18 (|| ^»in» = 
^Nijoar) and nio[n] in Isa. xxv. 8 are best viewed as 
ultimately = f?NDm\ Note that in 1 Chr. lx. niDY is a 
brother of pffitD ( = ffilD, cp. B^p). Also that in xv. 3 5 niDOY 
is mentioned with Dfrw, certainly a Jerahmeelite settlement. 
BoS, as in 2 K. xviii. 14 (see note), represents the Negeb 
name him (see on Num. xiii. 23). pbx?; see on Judg. iii. 12. 
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x. 5. -nbNn. d 5 , however, presupposes ' i pTn, i.e. 
■' £ ?NSDtDVT, which (since * Ishmael ’ and * Jerahmeel ’ are 
synonyms) points to ' l En«i7 (instead of "noun) = ■'SsornTT. 
Cp. on xxiv. 8, 12, 15. 

x. 10 ff. Not the northern but a southern ‘ Beth- 
horon ’ is meant (cp. ‘ Sanballat the Horonite,’ Neh. ii. 10).— 
‘Azekah.’ A place in the Negeb (see on I S. xvii. 1).— 
‘Makkedah.’ See next note. For pVw posl read rOSDl 
'n (see on xv. 8 ), and for "tarn “lSD read YinBJN nDD, ‘ book 
of Ashhur.’ See on 2 S. i. 17-27, end. 

x. 16-27. The cave of Makkedah, like that of the 
Zidonians in xiii. 4, that of Obadiah in 1 K. xviii. 4, that 
of Adullam in 1 S. xxii. 1, and that of Machpelah in 
Gen. xxiii. 9 is probably due to mistake, mso (cp. mDNl, 
iioi) is one of the early corruptions of Sndttt 1 ; so, too, 
probably is mpo. It is also obvious that miQ and mpo 
are easily confounded. The writer of vv. 16-17 had before 
him a plain statement of the conquest of Makkedah ( v . 28), 
into which, however, a var. led. mso had found its way 
from the margin. To justify this strangely isolated mention 
of a cave, he imagined the story in w. 16 ff. —29. ‘ Libnah.’ 
See on Num. xxxiii. 20 f, 2 K. xix. 8. 

x. 33. In the meagreness of tradition it was natural 
to select a form of ‘ Jerahmeel ’ (Din) as the name of the 
king of Gezer or Geshur ( = Ashhur). Cp. on I K. 
i x . 15.—38. ‘Debir.’ See on xv. 15.—40. A geographical 
summary. Cp. on Dt. i. 7, where DTT *pn, i.e. JD' Tim, 
corresponds with nvrBW, i-e. either Tinntt or mirtffiN (see 
on Dt. iii. 1 7 ) here. 

x. 41. rro, perhaps a title of np'is.—jcja p v N. A 
riddle hitherto unsolved, but scarcely insoluble. The ‘ land 
of Goshen’ mentioned here and in xi. 16 is not very 
different from the ‘land of Goshen’ in Gen. and Ex. 

‘ Goshen ’ in Gen. and Ex. is in the land of Misrim ; the 
identification with the Egyptian name Kesm (philologically 
precarious, see W. M. MUller, E. Bib., col. 1759, note 8) is 
excluded by this precise statement. The key is supplied 
by @ A ’s equivalent for the Calebite name in 1 Chr. 
ii. 47, which is 7 riptrm/i. Now DBm or pBTfl certainly 
comes’from om = ]®2. \va therefore comes from = 



NH-ClOkQ NU-wULiaN^ *zia ‘^g *a uo sso\2 b uijoj 3tu; s;j uj * q6 
— ‘SSi£ \oo /uuiBUi-qjoqcitejsij^, uo puB ‘£ oiou^if *[od 
'qiQ '3 "dD ‘OSIL u3^umsiuj b 9q jsnin k[u]l. sb JP M SB 
‘(sjuiod Su;q;ou qoiqM o}) KtJUl UBiqBjy *^[ b sq 949q* ss9ju0 
•ffL-QFXU GLZ IGL-ZLGU Cal IffUaSCU a*Gti pBO^ *8 *! x 

*NU JO }U9UiSb4J b si u i tLU, = null! = 

sdul *cb [u]ffdu joj *9 *xqx *u90 uo -d^ *[klgu taaw^] 

WU-CUUwQ NU-tUiON^ U*U-LUEUtQ pB3^ *}X9J StlOUltU B 

jo uoipnj^suoDoa srioid s 4 JopBp94 9}B[ y ( *ajy qjiM s^oiJBqo 
4i9q; ujnq puB *S9S4oq jpqj qSnoq qBqs noqx > *?9 7 X 

*(i 2 *a *2pnf uo 99s) cu<^ Ufll 9qj jo osoqj 
3q |[IM o; p9JJ9J9J ( S49JBM , 9qj ''?J <4 Spllf q}lM oSBSSBd ano 
SuiuiquJOD ux jqSu 94B 9M ji uoqjouB si (6i *a *§pnf uo 
33S) atU^ pUB ‘(l£ *d 99S) cUUQN^ JO SUJJOJ jdtlJJOD 9q* JO 

3 uo s; aua jng; ‘sjuouinoop uBpdXSg jo biubjbj\[ 9 q; puB 
suopduosui uuojiounD 9 q* jo mn 4 B]fi[ 9 qj sajBdmoo (oS-6£ 
*dd ‘2 *iia BpuBCj *y *uosb94 pooS jnoqqM jnq ‘ 9 qB{ 

qaiOH sq* qjJAV pggpuopj Xjjoujjoj *at aua *S ix 

*(£ *H X ) 

pB 9 Q pgqBD-os 3 qj si t [ 99 UiqBJ 3 f jo B 9 g, 9 qx *6 *a * 5 i i 
‘i i *iiax *g 2 ‘S *mx *g i * 2 i *ita *Spnf ‘Zi *nxx *U 90 uo *d 0 
**Q [*UG-tLUaN^] NCBkL, ffLJBGU CQ-tUiaN^ ICWB kUUC IcXZ-ULp 
pB 9 j f 9 SBjqd jBq} jo XjojBUBjdxa s; LC^-QUCwUQ sAVoqoj 
;Bq; ijb ‘ojbj Xub ;y qsoq s 4 uiqBf ui p 9 ;u 9 S 9 jd 94 S 9 jdo 9 d 
jo S 9 u;un 09 oqj jo jsq b 9 Dnpoj;ui oj sbm uopjosui oq; jo 
jD 9 fqo 9 qx ‘£-1 '(in, qqM X|;D 9 Jip sp 9 uuoo /; 9 Ui sSuiq osoq; 
[]B, qjiM *vS -a i uoijB|odi 9 !)ui ub jgq^oSoqB XjqBqojd si f 'A 
—-II ‘AT * 2 [ I uo *d 0 -CQULU gLl uiojj XjqBqojd ^QIU UX 
*2 —*Qv ari,L^ qSnoaq; XjojBipoui jojjbi 9 qj ujojj 

^qSiBj^s 9 UJOD Xbui 9 SBjqd J 9 uijoj oqx *( 6 i *a ‘Spnf) arm 
at puB (S '(i) at aua UI oj P 3 JJ 9 J 9 J 90 Bjd 9 qj si *;q 2 u 

SUI 99 S qoiqAV ‘t/wc/W *sng ;nq 'acoddvrf da g) >— 

-££ -iaxxx *62 *x -U 90 uo 99 S i ( qBqof,—*gi ‘iiaxx *q 9 zg ^UU 
uo -do i MOJULL uiojj S 9 UIOD U 5 tLU -snouiXuouXs ojb pBtuqsj 
puB ([ 99 UiqBJ 9 f) UBUJBf *tOjaW^ 'Tl \Z<R = S 73 g^l 77 SBq va g) 
*6 MIX *5 I UI OSJB SB c 49 A 9 AVOq * 949 ^ *( 2 * A J *^P n f UO S3S ) 

Cal = tad sq pjnoqs tCtl *i—’pouuojsuBJj si XqdBjSooS oqj, 
*ai *Spnf uo *d 0 ’uiqBf qjiAV jDiyuoo oqx * 6 -i ‘ix *dVH 0 
*(^ *xi uo 99s) Xqo ojunqqsy ub sbm qoiqM /uo 9 qi 0 o;ufi, 
—*iS *ax ui r y 9uiBu-9DB|d oq* os[B og *nojlil = rau = rchul 

fil 7 VflHSOf 8 *l x 
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xi. 13 


['dot nmi] tmarrmwi; cp. v. 6 b. —10. n'ptfi? nh^p©n; 
12. D^pn (<® here, rmv /Hcurikeav). V. 12 is diffi¬ 

cult, not only through nfjNil, but through the double reference 
to the kings. In Isa. x. 10 presupposes n^wri rroSoon, 
which, equally with MT.’s 'd, comes either from 'dd 

^NOrrr' or from D^MDJTP (double representation), and here, 
too, MT.’s and @’s reading comes from ^NDnv. Cp. also 
on n^NH, xvii. 9, Judg. ii. 23, 1 K. v. 7. The sense becomes, 
* all the cities of Jerahmeel (cp. gloss in v. 4) Joshua took.’ 
But we cannot stop here. In v. 10, too, 'non must 

come from 'nT rvCDDD. Hazor (Ashhur) was * the head of 
all the kingdoms of Jerahmeel.’ 

xi. 13. This follows strangely on v. 12. It becomes 
clearer when connected with v. 11b. Joshua burned only 
one city, viz. Hazor; the other cities were left (cp. Judg. 
i. 19^, 21, etc.). These cities are described as rn'TDJjn 

(<lg implies dWtW)- Clearly this is corrupt. D*?n is un¬ 
doubtedly from ^nsdb , >; see on cbto, Josh. xv. 24; 9ion, 
1 S. xxi. 6. Has anything fallen out between 'tun and 
'rr*» ? The easiest restoration would be 'dB 1 

xi. 1 6b. A gloss on the preceding description ; 1, as 
often, means ‘ in fact,’ ‘ that is.’ Read DTttmi ^SOB" 1 nrrnNl. 
—17. Either this geographical description has been manipu¬ 
lated, or popular names are used which led the redactor (in 
his ignorance of southern geography) to suppose that the 
whole land of Israel, with partly ideal boundaries, was meant. 
The mountain-range known as p^ftT is no doubt some part 
of the southern ranges. \hn, which may possibly come from 
Vn\ seems to be a clan-name of the southern Gilead. See 
on pprr, xix. 34 ; also on Num. xxvi. 30 ; and cp. '\hn, 
rrpbn, also npSn, xix. 25, xxi. 31. TSto probably comes, 
not from T|2D, but from TIBN. Ssl is not ‘Lord 
of good fortune,’ but = ‘Jerahmeel of Gad’; ^£1 often 
represents the Sno in 'nr. We must not forget that the 
region referred to is not in the far north but in the far south; 
Maacath (so read for bik'ath), Lebanon, and Hermon are 
southern as well as northern names. Cp. on Judg. iii. 3- 
xi. 21. ‘ Anakim,’ * Hebron,’ * Debir.’ See on xv. 13- 

15.—(Anab), probably from fum, though the redactor, 
who used an imperfect text, may have thought of the site 
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still called 'Anab (see E. Bib., ‘ A nab mirr, as often, may 
come from 'nv, and *?N'ito'> be miswritten for 'd»”> ; Jerah- 
meel and Ishmael are synonyms.—22. Read ‘only in 'Azzah 
(a title of Zarephath?), Rehoboth, and Asshur.’—23. ‘And 
the land had not non^DD ’ (so xiv. 15^). 'r6o, as in Hos. 

i. 7, ii. 20, Zech. ix. 10, x. 4, Ps. lxxvi. 4, is a corruption of 
Cp. on Judg. iii. 11, 30, v. 31, viii. 28. 

CHAP. xii. 1-6. See on Dt. i. 4, ii. 36, iii. 8, 10-12 
16/ In v. 3 read rni; D'TW] nmm nrna D'-ra rrjsp 
[*»D ^HOnT'D* 1 , in accordance with the true text of Dt. iii. 17. 
Two alternative readings. The ‘Sea (Lake) of Kinneroth’ 
and the ‘ Sea (Lake) of Melah ’ (or Jerahmeel) are the same, 
viz. the ‘Dead Sea.’ Cp. on xi. 4.—nD^D. A puzzling 
word till we become aware that lf?D, bpD, and bpw are current 
corruptions of Warn -1 (cp. p. 264). ‘Salecah,’ in fact, 
records an old Ishmaelite settlement. 

xii. 10. Read fwsotff' and num. These names decide 
the general character of the list.— 17. ‘ Tappuah,’ see E. Bib., 
s.v. —18. ‘Aphek.’ See p. 206, near foot.—p-imb. If “[So 
is right, read pm*?, i.e. either pSm ( = Shiloh), or better Worn' 
(see on xv. 2).—20. ‘ Shimron - meron.’ See E. Bib., 
‘Shimron,’ § 1.—22. ‘Jokneam.’ See on xix. 11.—23. 
‘Dor,’ etc. See on xi. 2. —bbb D v u. Graf (Th. Stud, 
u. Krit., 1854, p. 870) makes a good case for cp. 

E. Bib., col. 1628. But both (as in Dt. xi. 30) and 
w» (as in 1 K. ix. 11) are current corruptions of "ts*?}. In 
the present case, b'b'b comes from DnsSl (2 K. xv. 25), 
which was intended as a correction of mi 

CHAP. xiii. 1-7. Here our study of the text compels us 
to traverse the statements which are becoming traditional 
among critics. These statements are only justified on the 
hypothesis that the received text is in the main correct, i.e. 
that it represents what the original writer, or writers, said. 
Now, however, that it has been rendered in the highest 
degree probable that the original text was manipulated by a 
redactor, or redactors, who had incorrect views both of 
ancient history and of its geographical setting, we are com¬ 
pelled, not so much to contradict as to transform them. * In 
2-6,’ says the Oxf. Hex. (ii. 341), ‘ R D explains the previous 
statement in a quite different sense as applying to remote 
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outlying regions in the south and north. Yet again in 7 
these distant patches are to be distributed among the nine 
and a half tribes which settle west of the Jordan. Plainly 
2-6 is not really related to 1 and 7, for the land to be divided 
in 7 is not that described in 2-6.’— Vv. 1-7 are therefore 
assigned to an older source (J), and vv. 2-6 to R D . Un¬ 
fortunately it has, from our point of view, to be affirmed 
that the original J considered that the land which was to be 
allotted was in the N. Arabian borderland. It spoke not 
of * Jordan ’ but of ‘ Yarhon,’ i.e. the stream of Jerahmeel, not 
of Canaan but of Kenaz; and, whoever be the writer of vv. 
2-6 and 8-12, the region in his mind’s eye was not different 
from that referred to in vv. 1 and 7. 

xiii. 2. ■’I'llM. See on 1 S. xxvii. 8. — 3. TirPB, not the 
Nile, but Ashhur in N. Arabia. See E. Bib., ‘ Shihor ’; cp. 
Hommel, Aufsatze u. Abhandl. iii. r, p. 285. The two 
discussions are, it should be added, quite independent. The 
view here given is supported by ©, which presupposes, not 
Yirrwrj'JD but pD^B'D (otto tt}i aoucrjTov), i.e. SnsdWd (see on 
Num. xxi. 20). Possibly -Hi Bin is a later insertion.—The 

five ‘potentates’ (tran, see on Judg. iii. 3) of the Zare- 
phathites reside in ‘Azzah (ix. Zarephath-'azzah; cp. on 
Judg. i. 18, 1 K. xvii. 9). Asshur, Eshco! (Ashkal?), 
Rehoboth, Ekron (cp. on Judg. i. 18).—a^, probably from 
(cp. pp. 377 f). Here (cp. Dt. ii. 23) @ presupposes 
■m 

xiii. 4. For msa read either «g ivavriov Fag ij?), 
taking ms as = Zarephath, or naN^D ('t an early modifica¬ 
tion of f?NDm\ From the traditional point of view, Bennett’s 
tyind is plausible. Cp. E. Bib., * Mearah.’—‘ Aphek.’ See 
on xix. 30. 

xiii. 5. pMT (so read) and psi^n-^3 are equivalent; 

possibly the latter is a gloss. There was a Gebal in the N. 
Arabian borderland. See on 1 K. v. 32 ; also on Judg. 
iii. 2 (where the phrase has also been discovered).—~ra 
See on xi. 7; also on Judg. iii. 3.— nan = nDSD (v. 13^.— 
9. See on v. 16. 

xiii. 13. ‘In the midst of Israel,’ i.e. in the Negeb.— 
16. Read *?NDnT rOSED TOT. The ‘city’ intended is. 
Aroer, or (see on 2 S. xxiv. 5) Aroer-yaman. It lay towards 
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Maacath (see on Judg. xi. 33).—‘ Arnon.’ See on Num. 
xxi. 13. 

xiii. 18. ‘ Kedemoth ’ (cp. ‘ the wilderness of Kedemoth, 

Dt. ii. 26), a Jerahmeelite region. See on ‘ b’ne Kedem,’ 
Judg. vi. 3, and E. Bid., ‘Rekem.’—19- ‘ Sereth hassahar,’ 
i.e. nrimN nans, • Sarephath of A§hur,’ to distinguish from 
other Sarephaths.—pp?n 1513 . It is usual to interpret pos 
here, and in v. 27, as = the Jordan valley (cp. G. A. Sm. 
Hist. Geogr. 655; Buhl, Pal. 112). But in the original 
record (as originally in Judg. vii. 1, 8, 12, xviii. 28, Ps. lx. 8, 
etc., the reading was rOSQ. ‘ The highlands of Maacath ’ is 
a very possible phrase. Cp. nD»D mm, ‘the uplands of 
Maacath,’ Gen. xiv. 17 (revised text).—20. Steuernagel 
supplies nnn before 'an 'n. Rather read W Tin#*, the 
name of a place as well as a mountain (see on Dt. iii. 17). 
Evidently a place-name is required.—21 b. See on Num. 
xxxi. 8. Note that pJTD corresponds with pno. It was 
therefore the name of a district; the original is YinmN. 

xiii. 23-28. The original writer meant the southern 
Reuben and Gad. He wrote, probably, not ^71311 pTT’n, but 
Sin jrnvr. The ‘border of the Reubenites ’ (v. 23) was the 
stream of Jarhon ( = Jerahmeel) and the land of Gebal (cp. 
on 1 K. v. 32). See on Num. xxxiv. 6.—26. D^til Prob¬ 
ably from □■>£ 03 , i.e. a settlement of the Nebat-clan (see on 
I K. xi. 26). But see also on 2 S. ii. 29.—111^ or "Q~T 'h 
(2 S. ix. 4), i.e. either ins *r^>3, or, much less probably, itfa 
'^>3 or '^>3 TTO. Cp. on xv. 15. Probably v. 26 should come 
after "Ti>f ?3 in v. 25 (Holz.).—27. pD 2 > 3 ; see on v. 19. TV'S 
Din, presumably from 's (cp. on Din, x. 33 )' But 

pn 'a may be a better reading (see on Num. xxxii. 36).— 
TVDd. Probably from rO^D ( = rrbmtoffi-'); not necessarily 
the Salecah of xii. 5, xiii. 11.—pas. Cp. the Gadite 
names ®-nd p'ps, and note that pDK is the name of 
a N. Arabian district See on Jer. i. 14. xv. 12, and 
especially E. Bib., ‘ Zaphon .’— 1 bxn pm. Correct as in 
v . 23. A gloss, || firm ins (so read) farther on.—30. 
th; rtn, i.e. 'nv nirn ; 'see on Num. xxxii. 41.—*vm D^mm. 
One of those quaint early transformations of ethnics, of which 
we have so many in Judges (eg. xii. 9 > ^ 4)* Read 
yiy an early gloss on ]ms, which really comes from or 
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ue. 'or Xyg, (see on Num. xxi. 33). We hear of ‘ sixty 
cities’ again—if the text may be trusted—in Dt. iii. 4 and 
I K. iv. 13, where they are located in miN ^nn, in jmi, and 
also in I Chr. ii. 23, where (according to the text) the 
Havroth-jair (twenty-three in number, v. 22), together with 
Kenath and its towns, make up ‘sixty cities.’ In each case 
make the same correction.—32^. See on Num. xxii. 1. 

Chap. xiv. Here begins the assignment of the land of 
Kenaz (read Mp). Caleb, a Kenizzite who had joined the 
Israelites, receives the first portion. Caleb, of course, is the 
name of a large clan or tribe (cp. 1 S. xxx. 14). See on 
Num. xiii. 6, Judg. i. 13, and cp. on xv. 13. 

xiv. 15. D^pasi ^rnrr d-twt, ‘the greatest man among 
the Anakim’? A foolish idea, badly expressed. Read 
ff'PDsn 7NQnT' (for D'rwn see on Gen. vii., and for ^VT1J7 
on x. 2, Gen. xv. 18, Dt. i. 7, etc.), a gloss on <g BAL has 

fii)Tp 6 iro\i<: t&v eM*[e]i/t, which springs from a parallel gloss 
(see on xv. 13). 

Chap. xv. 2-12. Borders of Judah. Cp. on Num. 
xxxiv. 3-6. In v. 1 read djn (Num. xxxiv. 3, revised text). 
—2. The south boundary line begins ‘at the end of the 
Jerahmeelite Lake, at Ishmael that looks southward.’ 

(so v. s) comes from ; see on vii. 21.—3. [nlrrnpn 

surely a distorted, version of ‘ Jerahmeel.’— 6 . rj^tn-jvn’ 
‘ partridge-house.’ Is this a trace of primitive totemism (E 
Bib., ‘Names,’ § 104)? But totemistic appearances have 
hitherto proved fallacious. (see Ps. cxx. 4, cxl. 11) is 

one of the current corruptions of t>NDrrr; another cor¬ 
ruption is n^ljrrD out of which, indeed, n^n may have 
directly sprung. In xviii. 21 it is given as a place in 
Benjamin; it is the Benjamin in the N. Arabian border¬ 
land which was originally meant.—p'lNVp jni n N . As 
Hogg acutely points out, jra is a corruption of p^l, and 
the true reading probably is S pw or 'a 131 pw (E. Bib col 
535, note 4; and 4090; cp. col. 3332, foot); in xviii. 17 
w implies 'P Reuben, as its name (cp. ‘ Jerubbaal ’) 
indicates, was originally a Jerahmeelite tribe.—7. ro» is 
certainly in the south borderland (see on vii. 24, 26); like 
■0 -ih it comes from femrm Wu probably from *t^j — 
D’D-m (so xviii. 17). Read d^n. Cp. on 1 S. xvii. 1 
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end.—' En-shemesh,’ ‘ En-rogel ’ = ‘ En-cusham ’ (or ‘ En- 
ishmael ’), and * En-jerahmeel ’ respectively; perhaps, how¬ 
ever, * En ’ (ps) should be * Ir’( t v). Cp. on 1 K. i. 9. 

xv. 8. Many of these names appear to have had a 
double existence. There was, very possibly, not only an 
En-rogel (see on 2 S. xvii. 17), but also a ‘ ravine of the 
sons (read m, as in 2 K. xxiii. 10, Kt.) of Hinnom’ in the 
south border-land as well as near Jerusalem. Mil may be 
another independent offshoot of'm' (cp. pn), though it may 
also be explained as = pM (E. Bib., col. 2071); note that 
‘ Naaman ’ belongs to a group of N. Arabian names (Na'am, 
Naham, Nahamani, etc.). — ’’D'OTT. <® B tov I eftov<> ; © AL 
lefiov? (cp. xviii. 16 ; <J| B Ie/ 3 ov<rcu; <© AL lej 3 ov $; xviii. 28, 
® BAL IejSov?. , utjt NVI here and in xviii. 28 is a gloss. But 
the gloss is not in its original form. , ttnv is miswritten for 
'oar (a common confusion), and mi"' (@) is no ‘pseudo¬ 
archaism’ (see on Judg. xix. 10), for Dl\ BT 1 , and 2BT are 
all current corruptions of 'o»\ The * Jebusites ’ are, by their 
name, Ishmaelites. It is highly probable that there was a 
, DW' T'2 on the border of (the later) Judah and Benjamin, 
and another in the south borderland (see on 2 S. v. 6-8).— 
D'NDT pQ£. The original text must have had D1DN rose; 
see on Isa. xvii. 5. 

xv. 9. nihnj, originally a N. Arabian name; cp. the 
ethnic DTtnrq, Gen. x. 13, and see on vv. 19, 34, xvii. 7. — 

‘ Ephron.’ The name of a Rehobothite clan (see on Gen. 
xxiii. 8). Should we not read plD* pn 4 >»? (not in 
(5) and in are of course variants, and both may have sprung 
from pn, written 'in.— n bsx See on v. 60.—10. Tsfc in ; 
<g D opo? Aa-a-ap. Read Tint!}* in; cp. on Din in, Judg. 
i. 35 .—d v w i in = 'nr in.—f?D 3 , bpc, bpw, Sdb, and 
©3^ all represent (see pp. 49, 264, and on w. 30, 

39, xix. 12, 18). p*?D 3 , therefore, must be formed from an 

abbreviation of 'aor (a synonym of W). Possibly 'd 3 NTT 
is an alternative gloss to Dim 'ip N'n, v. 9.—‘ Beth-shemesh,’ 
either from Beth-ishmael or from Beth-cusham (cp. on 1 S. 
vi. 9).—11. * Ekron 1 ; see on Judg. i. 18.—pi 3 © probably 
from iprtfN.—‘Mount Baalah.’ ‘Baal’ often represents 
‘Jerahmeel.’ Some spur of the Jerahmeelite ranges is 
meant.—^ h33.\ 4 £ b \eftva, as if mn*? (cp. on v. 42). . MT., 
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however, is plausible. Cp. ‘Jabin/ ‘Bani/ ‘ Benaiah/ 
* Ibneiah/ etc. For hep the original text probably had HDO*;, 
‘to Yaman/ and in v. 12, for novr, fojDft *T**? 3 f|rTDD\ 
Cp. on Num. xxxiv. 6 f 

xv. 13. MIN 'p = 17 $ 'p (see on Gen. xxiii. 2). The 
rest of v . 13 testifies to ‘ awkward erudition/ says Holzinger. 
This is a hasty judgment; the passage goes with xiv. 15 
(see note). As elsewhere (see on ix. 3, with note), mn comes 
from 17$. The resulting phrase pDM 17 $ is clearly a gloss 
on 17 $ (underlying min). @ bal reads differently; ^TpoiroXiv 
[tcov] eva/cctfi = D^pDM DN. The sense pL^rpo'iroX^ for DN is 
based upon 2 S. xx. 19, where @ has 7ro\tv /cal p^rpoir. iv 
I (rparjX, but here, unfortunately, the text is in the utmost 
disorder. Probably 'dm DS, in the text of Joshua used by 
©, sprang from 'dm ^noriT; cp. on HDN, 2 S. viii. 1. 
‘Hebron/ as often, should be ‘Rehoboth’ (Gen. xiii. 18, 
xxiii. 2, xxxvii. 14), a leading city of the Jerahmeelites, who 
are called, in a, b’ne ha-anak (see E . Bib., ‘Anak/ ‘ Rehoboth ’). 

xv. 14. In Num. xiii. 22 the phrase, ‘the three sons of 
Anak/ is wanting. We might therefore suppose that >TV 1 
pDM meant ‘ offspring of Anak/ But in reality v rf7 > comes 
from (cp. on Jer. ii. 14), which is a gloss on pDM. 

Cp. on Num. Lc. 

xv. 15. 71*7. A hard name to explain. Most probably 

711 (but in x. 3 TTT) is the 717 ^> of xiii. 26, which, in turn, 
is the '*7 b or '1 n*d of 2 S. ix. 4 f , xvii. 27 respectively. 
That T b and 1 tb come from is extremely probable; 
no other view at any rate appears tenable; and 71, as well 
as 7 Nl, probably comes from 17$ (cp. nptD 17 from 7 nt&N ns). 
Other names for the locality are 7DD mp (as here) and 'p 
HDD (■ v . 49). The former is, not ‘ city of books ’ (<®, 7roXi? 
ypapparcov), nor ‘ city of the scribe’ (Steuern., after W. M. 
Muller and Sayce), but = ‘city of Sarephath’ (by trans¬ 
position and popular corruption); cp. on 7DD, Gen. x. 30, 
TiQD, Obad. 20 ; not, however, meaning the Sephath ( = Sare- 
phath) of Judg. i. 17. The latter, hitherto poorly explained 
as a scribe’s error, may, according to parallels, come from 
^NSDBT ; see on HDDDD, ^.31. Cp. E . Bib., ‘ Kirjath-sannah/ 
4 Kirjath-sepher/ 

xv. 16. (®, partly, aarya) means not ‘anklet’ (!) 
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but ‘ Ashhur,’ personified as a woman. Cp. ATOM ('Achish) 
and mtDDs (Ps. cxl. 4), both from TintiM. Note that Caleb, 
'Achsah’s father, is lord of Rehoboth (‘Hebron*), and that 
'Achish is king of ‘Gath/ which is best identified with 
Rehoboth (see p. 235, and E\ Bib. y 4028, foot).—17. ‘Oth- 
niel, son of Kenaz *; cp. 1 Chr. xxvi. 7, * Othni, son of Obed- 
edom * (*.<?. Arab-aram). hn is formative ; 'an* is probably 
from ’orPN. Cp. in the story of Judith (which, in its earlier 
form, had to do with the N. Arabian borderland), * Uzziah, 
b. Micah, of the tribe of Simeon, Habri b. Othniel, and Carmi 
b. Malchiel *—all Jerahmeelite names. Note, too, that Ethan, 
in 1 K. v. 11, is an Ezrahite. i.e. Ashhurite. 

xv. 19. According to Moore, D'D n bl, % and 

n[ijnnn 'n are proper names of Canaanite (not Israelite) 
origin. Similarly Budde, who, however, thinks that is 
an Israelite gloss on the obscure word rbl. It has not been 
noticed that D^D sometimes represents or ^MDim (2 S. 
xii. 26, 2 Chr. xvi. 4, Ps. lxv. 10, and probably Gen. vii. 6, 
Josh. xi. 8), also that -ad in .* Gilead * has a tendency to 
become -ath (see on 1 S. xvii. 4 a). Thus D'D rhl becomes 
"rsba, 4 Yamanite Gilead.’ Consequently and 

nlY^nrin must also be corruptions of N. Arabian names, 
such as and DTfimD;i (cp. on irinip}, xv. 9). For 

another attempt, see E. Bib ‘ Keilah.* 

xv. 21 ff. A close study of these names shows very 
clearly that they belong to the S. borderland and indicate 
Jerahmeelite settlements. Only a few need be referred to 
here ; for the rest, see E . Bib. In z/. 21, ^Maipt'] represents 
a combination of distorted forms of DJTP and re¬ 

spectively (for b«a, cp. on j£>a, xviii. 28, and on lNrnp\ 
Judg. vii. 25). For DVTN read D"im. In v. 25, Tran is men¬ 
tioned twice over; the second time as equivalent to pnan 
Between "nan and ]vran we find nTHpl nn*m. The pre¬ 
sumption is that the same name underlies both these words, 
and that it is the second part of a compound name beginning 
with -nan (TintDM). We must take our choice between 
rtom and W (/.£. ^MDn-p). The element nan in two 
names (w . 27 /.) also probably comes from (cp. nna, 
Ezek. xxvii. 18). no doubt comes from TtM© or 

Smsobt ; probably, therefore, rpp comes from another tribal 
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name 73. ‘ Beth-pelet ’; see on Num. xvi. 1. (v. 30) ; 

see on xix. 4. H 3 D 3 D (v. 31); see E. Bib., ‘Sansannah.’ 
But considering that pD, pS, jvd, p% pS, ]N2 form a group 
of current corruptions of ?7 n© or Wd©', we may best 
regard this as a corruption of one of these names (cp. on 
w. 15, 49). In v. 32 read (with all critics) ‘En-rimmon,’ 
though ‘ Ir-rimmon ’ (city of Rimmon) is also possible. 
‘ Rimmon ’ comes from * Jerahmeel * (see E. Bib., s.v. § 2). 
In v. 33, as elsewhere, r&DB has probably been substituted 
for which in turn has come from nD*iS. For * Zorah,' 

see on Judg. xiii. 2. * Eshbaal ’ (cp. E. Bib., ‘ Seth ’) is a 

secondary formation from ‘ Ishmael.’ See on * Eshtemoh,’ 
v. 50. In v. 34, for pj, <{§ has tttjjtjv ypafifmrayv, as if 
"ipp; but really perhaps from tr. yavvi/i. D^aa, however, must 
be wrong; perhaps we should read dti ; cp. Ginath or 
Gunath, 1 K. xvi. 2 r. rnsri comes from rnnpa (see on v. 9). 
For D3W, see on Gen. xxxviii. 14. In v. 35, nb’ito. In 
I S. xvii. 1 (@ BL , and in 2 Chr. xi. 7 <g BA give aoKywd. Can 
701 © be a late error for TOlD, and this (like rfOD ; cp. on 
xiii. 27) come from rO^D? See on xii. 5. Cp. another 
7733 © in v. 48. There were, most probably, several places 
called Salecah (‘ Ishmaelitish ’). For obis, see on 1 S. 
xxii. 1. In v. 37‘Zenan’ comes ultimately from n©in, 
from nfflirr = 7n©N. In v. 38, ^Nnp', see on 2 K. xiv. 7. 
In v. 39, vrch = = ^nsd©\ Cp. ^dd, xix. 30. ‘Ish¬ 

mael ’; see E. Bib. s.v., and on Mic. i. 11. In v. 41 (xix. 27) 
‘Beth-dagon’ perhaps comes from ‘Beth-gadon’ (see on 
Judg. xvi. 23). The redactor perhaps confounded this with 
a Beth-dagan elsewhere (cp. E. Bib., * Beth-dagon ’). 

xv. 44. Note that ‘ Mareshah ’ in 1 Ch. ii. 42 is the 
father of * Hebron’ (Rehoboth), and that the b’ne Mareshah are 
Calebite. See on Mic. i. \^f., 2 Chr. xiv. 9 f. —49. ri3D 'p, 
(3 TToXt? ypappArwv, to conform with v. 15. But see on 
v. 15.—50. las. See on xi. 21. non©N or sidtibn, as 
xxi. 14. One of the corruptions of is dti© (see on 

Judg. x. 3 ; cp. on on©, Num. xxiv. 3). The n must not 
divert us from the only plausible explanation both of VlOTlON 
(v. 33) and of suanfflN. Secondary formations with letters 
inserted must apparently be admitted. Cp. on 1 S. xxx. 28. 
xv. 51. {©a. See on x. 41.—or (1 Chr. vi. 43) 
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fan Cp. )Sn, Num. 1 . 9; Vin^n, v. 58 ; also Wl, one of 
the b’n£ Aram, Gen. x. 23. The common original is ^NDnT ; 
the popular speech produced many such independent 
formations. Cp. also on xix. 25, Judg. v. 28, and E. Bid., 

* Holon.’—nSa. Perhaps from ■»*» (cp. rv^l = ~vhy), unless 
it be a corruption of nV’Sp. See on 2 S. xv. 12, and E. Bid., 
‘Giloh.’—52. an Arabian settlement—rroVT; see 

on Gen. xxv. 14.—ptoN. Cp. Jffis, v. 42 ; }Nffi-rra, xvii. 1 r. 
'tXB' is the common original. 

xv. 5 3. man-lT'X Another Naptuhite settlement; see 
on v. 34, xvii. 7.—54. ntoon probably = the icetfiad of (5®, 
x S. xxx. 29, i.e. Maacath. A S. Maacathite settlement 
See on Winn, 2 K. xxiii. 31.—ns'S. See on 2 K. viii. 21. 
—55. ntoV. Perhaps from nits -1 (cp. on 2 ’K. xxi. 19).— 
58. * Halhul,’ see on v. 51.—‘ Beth-zur,’ perhaps = ‘Beth- 
zophar ’ = ‘ Beth-zarephath.’ Cp. on ‘Zuriel,’ Num. iii. 35. 
—59* cp. npn^H, xi. 44; npnfjN, xxi. 23; Swipr, 

v. 38, 2 K. xiv. 7 (see note); all from ^Nsottn.— 59 - See <@’s 
insertion, where the names are equally Jerahmeelite (e.g. 
Beth-lehem = Beth-jerahmeel).—‘ Beth-anoth.’ See on 

‘ Beth-anath,’ xix. 38.—60. ‘ Kirjath-baal,’ * Kirjath-jearim ’; 
see on 2 S. vi. 2.—rqn^n. Perhaps *1 should be omitted, 
and Sn regarded as an honorific title of VlT mp. There 
were other cities called ‘ Jerahmeel,' but this was the great 
one, where kings resided (see on 2 S. xv. 11). ‘Two cities 
with their villages’ is, of course, the redactor’s insertion. 
—61 f. Here, as elsewhere, •’ll ps should be read p$ (see 
on Gen. xiv. 7, but also on 1 S. xxiv. 1). nVp T? is a 
popular corruption of Vit> TJ> (cp. on 2 S. viii. 13). This 
implies that the places referred to are in the Negeb, rro 
mu may come from a’p rvj. Cp. * Arab - jerahmeel ’ 
(perhaps) in 2 S. xvii. 26, xxiv. 4; see notes, pno may 
represent fpip; but cp. on ‘priest of Midian’Ex. iii. 1. 
7 T 3 DD almost certainly comes from rOD = na^D. |8KU is 
problematical (see E. Bid., col. 3406). Perhaps, as in the 
case of !TOD, one letter is dittographic. jail most probably 
= JBQM = Wour* :nj? (see on Dt i. 4, Judg. v. 28).—63. See 
on v. 8, Judg. i. 21. 

Chaps, xvi. f. The tribe of Joseph. Again, it is 
probable (from the names) that the writings used by P and 
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by R in their original form referred to the geography of the 
Negeb (cp. p. 374, top). The Chronicler confirms this 
view. For in 2 Chr. xxxiv. 6 we should read ‘in the 
cities of Manasseh and Ephraim ... in Rehoboth-ishmael/ 
In xvii. 16, 18, textual criticism notices another reference 
to Rehob(oth)-ishmael as the territory of the Joseph-tribe. 

xvi. 1. imT 'tb iitt J'TTD. Steuernagel regards 'zb 
't as a gloss ; 4 § did not read the words. This, however, is 
a mistake. imr = prrr, a correction of the false reading 
JTTD. See on Num. xxii. 1. S 'zb has also been mis¬ 
understood. It comes certainly from ^nditp, which is a gloss 
upon pm\ Similarly, in xiii. 22, Num. xxvi. 2, xxxiv. 15, 
etc. The stream intended is that which, as a boundary 
stream, bore the name ‘Jerahmeel/ —2. rfnay. An early 
corruption of rnpfcj. Cp. on 1 Chr. ii. 54, Num. xxxii. 3, 34. 
—to bn' is an Asherite, 1 Chr. vii. 32/ With the 
name, cp. Palti, 1 S. xxv. 44 (of the Negeb), and see on 
Peleth, Num. xvi. 1. —‘ Beth-boron/ See on x. 10. — 
3. ‘Gezer.* See on x. 33. — 5. ‘ Addar/ Cp. 1 Chr. viii. 3 
(Addar, son of Bela = Jerahmeel); Arod, Num. xxvi. 17.— 
6. nnDDD, probably from ro$D.—nStp no«n. ‘ Fig-tree of 
Shiloh* (so E. Bib., cols. 3316, 4859 ; cp. @)? But more 
probably from 'w nlngv, ‘ Anathoth of Shiloh/ to distinguish 
from the Anathoth N.E. of Jerusalem. Cp. on Jer i. 1.— 
nnir. Cp. on ‘Janoah/ 2 K. xv. 29, also on ‘ Nohah/ 
1 Chr. viii. 2. — 8. There was probably a northern wady 
called Kanah (see E . Bib., s.v.). Did the Ephraimites carry 
the name northward? For a southern Kanah must be 
presumed to have existed, ngp, too, is most probably a 
southern name (see on Num. xxxii. 42), and certainly pp. — 
10. Note (g/s addition, and cp. on Gen. xiii. 7. 

Chap. xvii. Observe that some of the names are com¬ 
pounded with ‘ Ishmael.* See on vv. 7, 11, and note 
‘ Rehoboth-ishmael/ underlying corrupt words in 2 Chr. 
xxxiv. 6 (see above, on chaps, xvi. f .). For the names in 
v. 2 see on Num. xxxii. 42.—7. Read ‘ Maacath (xvi. 6) that 
is eastward of Cusham.*—For ■'nar @ has hrl 

la^ietv /cal laaaeifi. Correctly, only 'QHP should, as often 
(e.g. in v. 11), be The sense becomes, ‘to Jamia 

( = Jerahmeel)*; the appended words ‘to Ishmael* are a 
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gloss or variant—ITlDrrps should probably be rnnprT? ( C P- 
on xv. 34).—9. Read f?NDTTV n? rrm For 

nWT = 'nT, see on xi. 10, Isa. x. 10. Then continue 
ViT rDSDl (cp. on Tin, Ps. lxxiii. 14), a gloss. ntWO is out 
of place. 'so follows. 

xvii. 11. jNBnn = bwtoti)'' 'n, an Ishmaelite settlement.— 
D2&!T, from (see on Gen. xiv. 2), f.£. a Jerahmeelite 
town; cp. on Num. xxii. 5.—; see on xi. 2.—■"psn, 
almost always joined to m (rather frrao ?). For possible 
origin of name see on Judg. v. 19.—’OBT (four times) comes 
from 4 Ishmael ’ = the Negeb. Similarly riDDH riB&B) 

= lYinGD 'dbp, 4 Ishmael-naphtoah/ So speculations as to 
the * three Naphoth 1 lose their basis. 

xvii. 14-18. The Josephites* complaint of their in¬ 
sufficient allotment. 4 In the highest degree peculiar, and by 
its awkwardness of expression suggesting the initial period 
of Hebrew prose * (Ewald, Dillm.). A keener textual criti¬ 
cism is urgently required. Budde and others have made a 
beginning. See also corrections in EBib. y 4 Perizzites/ 
1 Rephaim/—15. Joshua's reply to the petition is, 4 If thou 
art (as thou sayest) a large people, go up to the woodland 
(w), and clear it for thyself [Ishmael, in the land of the 
Zarephathites (the Rephaites, in the land of all the Repha- 
ites)].'— 16. To this the Josephites reply, 4 It is beyond us 
to obtain the woodland [Rehob-ishmael], because of all the 
Kenizzites who dwell in the land of Maacath [namely, those 
who are in Beth-shean and its towns, and those who are in 
Maacath-jizreel]/— 17 f Joshua rejoins, 4 Thou art a large 
people, etc.; for the woodland shall be thine, and thou shalt 
clear it, etc., for thou shalt dispossess- the Kenizzites [in 
Rehob-ishmael], for thou hast superior strength/ In v. 15, 
m*VT has given much trouble. Budde ( ZATW> 1887, p. 
125 ; cp. 1888, p. 148) and Holzinger would read rrm 
But the text-reading is better. It is the w of the Zare- 
phathite country that is meant. TIB, as usual, should be 
[o^nDia, to which (also miswritten as d^DN-iTt) is a 

variant. DB?, as often, is a fragment of 7 DBP ; note that @ 
does not render ... DO). In v . 16, NSGP is generally 

misunderstood, inn should be nav?; cp. on v . 18. as 

elsewhere (eg. Jer. xlvi. 9, Ezek. xxvi. 7), represents nrn ; 
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I7T7T0? eTTiXeicTos. f?m, as often {eg. Judg. i. 19, iv. 3, 
1 S. xvii. 7), represents either (if the linking form is 

^rnr) or 'd»-> my, if, on the analogy of pOtol (= inipN Q7 n) 
and npmn ( = inmN we explain as = £ 7Ni>Dt2)'> my, 
‘ Ishmaelite Arabia.’ The latter view is preferable, but it is 
convenient in translation to give simply * Ishmael.’ Thus, 
here at least, the ‘ chariots of iron ’ disappear; for parallels, 
see Judg. i. 19 (note), iv. 3, and cp. on Ex. xiv. 7. pD2>i7, 

as often, represents roso. Similarly, Snstp '2 comes from 
'r royo, ‘ Jizreelite Maacath’ (Judg. vi. 33), a portion of the 
larger ‘ land of Maacath.’ For the older view of the * vale 
of Jezreel’ see E. Bib., * Jezreel.’ In v. 18, in "0 and 
are variants. The right reading is probably *iyvr "0. sin 
comes from [7^] nvp. Read fas often). *b ^t*Q am 'D 
is, exegetically, very harsh. Read I'rna; if? repre¬ 

sents f?N in 'oar. At the end, follow © (with Steuernagel). 

Chap, xviii. 1. Originally this stood before xiv. 1 
(Wellh., CH, 130); xviii. 1 b thus becomes intelligible. But 
which Shiloh does P mean ? At any rate, the writings used 
by him meant the Jerahmeelite Shiloh (see on 1 S. i. 3).— 
17- Tffrbl, like fjlfsi in xv. 7> probably comes from '“Tifau 
Cp. mf?l and rv>f?l for 7sf?l, Am. i. 6, 9, 1 S. xvii. 4. 

xviii. 19. The original writer probably spoke of a place 
called ‘ Ishmael ’ at the south end of the stream Jarhon. 

from ; see on vii. 21. 

xviii. 21-24. Originally the Benjamin in the border¬ 
land. See E. Bib., * Zemaraim,’ last small type paragraph. 
—21. psp ppy. A strange name for a town ! ppy as often 
(see on 2 S. v. 18) comes from nmo. psp may be grouped 
with the psrr of 2 Chr. xx. 16, and the j[*i]ji!sn of Gen. xiv. 7, 
2 Chr. xx. 2, perhaps too with did, Isa. lxvi. 20, Ps. xx. 8, 
lxxvi. 7, etc. The original of all these corrupt names 
(unless indeed did = am) is almost certainly ^nQJN.—22. 
mis JT2; see on xv. 6.—D'HOS ; see E. Bib., ‘ Zemaraim.’— 
23. tr^iy. As in xiii. 3, Dt. ii. 23, from omy-—ms[n] and 
moy, both probably from maw or n^a (see on Jer. xiii. 4). 
To be distinguished from the Bethlehem-ephrath.—24. 1DD 
moynr. Probably from D^ioyrr 19*.—■'OQyrr (stench-town ??), 
probably a dittographed v)[Y|oyn.—25 ff. nYroa, mm See 
on Josh. ix. 17.—TOD[n]; cp. nsid, i Chr. ii. 46, viii. 36, 
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name. Cp. on ps, vii. 1. The fact that there was a 
northern Jokneam (W. M, Muller, As. u. Eur. 393) does not 
militate against the prior existence of Jokneam (a settlement 
of the 'Achan-clan) in the S. borderland.—12. -Qjn rh^pS. 
Cp. v. 18 ; ^dD, xv. 30; vrbrb, xv. 40 ; see on p^o!:, 

xv. 10. is to = as rbsn is to = 

lin, probably from nim ; (Judg. iv. 8, viii. 18); cp. the by¬ 
form miMl. So the name is virtually Ishmael-rehoboth.— 
—rnrrr, an early condensation of a compound name. See 
on rrrm, Judg. iv. 1, and note the gentilic name nTT, borne 
by the father of (= Ishmaelitess) in Lev. xxiv. 11. 

As to the situation. The modern Daburlyeh, ‘on the side 
<§T a ledge of rocks at the W. base of Mt. Tabor’ (Rob. BR 
iii. 210), may perhaps represent an ancient mTT. But our 
experience suggests the view that the Issacharites(Ashhurites) 
brought the name from their earlier home in the S. border¬ 
land.—See on x. 3.—In vv. 12 f Steuernagel would 
excise CDDtDrr JTTrD and rrmto as glosses to ntnp. They 
imply that iiOTp means ‘ eastward/ But has it not rather 
come from npp'i, i.e. 4 towards Jerahmeel ’ ? Cp. E . Bib., 
* Rekem/—13. 4 Gath-hepher/ See on Jonah (p. 150).— 
pap nn$. nns may be simply a dittographed nrru ; or, with 
we may read ; p t$. At any rate, the true place-name 
underlies psp, and this is to be explained like pan (Gen. 
xiv. 7), i.e. it probably comes from YintD = TirriDN. See on 
p^ap, xviii. 21,—nvDn nrinarr pD> Plausible as the current 
explanation may be (see E. Bib., 4 Rimmon,’ 2 (3), compari¬ 
son of parallels and geographical consistency suggest a 
different view as in the highest degree probable. Read 
SwonT rtD*n mien. This is partly confirmed by <® BAL (see 
E. Bib.)\ mOT may be grouped with rmon, Neh. iii. 1, 
xii. 39, and H 77 , 2 K. xviii. 34, xix. 11. The pl^ce referred 
to had two equivalent names, 4 Rimmonah 1 and 4 Ramath/ 
Both are pretty widely spread popular corruptions of f?NDrn\ 
To prevent confusion the second name had ‘Jerahmeel’ 
attached to it, to indicate that it was in the Negeb and not 
in Palestine proper. For a parallel see vv. 7, 8, where DDT 
HD is probably a gloss on pen pv (or S ts)> 

xix. 14. nn*r *U. As usual, a N. Arabian locality 
was originally intended. Iphtah is to be grouped with 
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‘Nephtoah’ (see on Judg. xi. 1, 2 K. xv. 16); el is forma¬ 
tive. For older views see E. Bib., ‘ Dabbasheth,’ ‘ Jiphtah-el.’ 
—15. ‘ Nahalal.’ Cp. on ‘ Nahaliel,’ Num. xxi. 19.—‘ Shim- 
ron,’ * Beth-lehem.’ There was a southern as well as a northern 
Shimron, and very possibly a northern as well as more 
than one southern Beth-lehem (Beth-jerahmeel). Cp. E. Bib., 
‘ Shimron,’ * Nazareth.’—18. ‘ Chesulloth.’ See on ‘ Chisloth- 
tabor ’ ( v. 12).—‘ Shunem.’ See on 1 S. xxviii. 4, 2 K. 
iv. 8.—19. ‘ Hapharaim.’ Read ‘Hapharam’ (cp. E. Bib., 
‘ Names,’ § 107). See also on 1 K. iv. 10 (Hepher).—rnrtDN, 
like jrinN (see on Dt. xi. 24), from with feminine 

ending.—20. nr-nn. Read, probably, mam. C. Niebuhr 
proposes man; cp. @ B and xxi. 28.—jrtDp, either from 
ptlTp (<© B Ketow), a popular corruption of jana, or from panp. 
The || passage, 1 Chr. vi. 72, has arjp. Cp. E. Bib., col. 
2683.—pan. From naa, which, like n:ps (see on 2 S. ix. 2) 
= pJOS, i.e. 'qw\ Cp. on jjdn, Judg. xii. 8.—21. ’ ‘ Remeth ’; 
see on * Ramath-negeb,’ v. 8 (note).—‘ En-gammin.’ See on 
2 K. ix. 27 (p. 362).—22. ‘ Tabor.’ See on v. 12.—HDiantO, 
a puzzling name (see E. Bib., col. 4421). In view of the 
numerous names made up of two corrupt, mutilated elements, 
we may venture to explain Shahasum as = Ashhur-ishmael, 
the feminine ending attached as in Ramah, Baalath, etc.— 
JTP, as usual, from ]rn\ 

xix. 24-31. It is specially important here to remember 
that the foundation of P’s work is a geographical survey which 
related to the N. Arabian borderland, and that 1 Asher,’ like 
‘ Issachar,’ was most probably produced by the popular 
speech out of ‘ Ashhur.’ 

xix. 25. np^>n. See on ppn, v. 34.—^n. Read f\bn (as 
<g B ), i.e. ^NDnT 1 (see on v. 33).—;m. See on D’OtO, xiii. 26. 

xix. 26. iSdSm. From Cp. on Gen. xlvi. 17 

(Malchiel is an Asherite).—‘ Mish’al,’ from SnvdOT.—‘ Carmel.’ 
Originally the southern Carmel (= Jerahmeel) was meant. 
—‘ Shihor-libnath.’ See E. Bib., s.v. ‘ Shihor ’ is no doubt = 

“i. ' 

the N. Arabian district-name, Ashhur, which, like Jerahmeel, 
gave its name to different settlements. This Shihor or 
Ashhur was near Libnah, or belonged to the Laban clan.— 
‘ Beth-dagon. See on xv. 41.—27. Sraj. Rather froa = 
(cp. on 1 K. ix. 13).—‘Beth-emek,’ ‘ Neiel,’ see on 
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Num. xxvi. 33. The following word, ^ndQ)d (‘ on the left 
hand’?), is a difficulty. It nowhere else occurs in P, and 
why should this particular member of the list of names 
have this special topographical definition ? Surely 'ffiD is a 
corruption of which is a gloss on the name which 

underlies £ rQ3. There were other places of the name; this 
one, however, was in * Ishmael ’ = * Jerahmeel,’ i.e. the Negeb. 
—28. pins or ]TOP' (xxi. 30), perhaps ]ims (from 3*$). 
nm = mum. nap. Cp. on xvi. 8.—rr-n frrs-ry. Here 
the redactor’s manipulation can be clearly seen. So many 
indications show that the original lists referred to the Negeb 
that, unless we assume that there was a Zidon in the Negeb 
or in Musri, we must here, as elsewhere, probably correct 
pTS into tibd, and suppose an anticipative reference to the 
city of Missor, of course, which is mentioned again in v. 29. 
(We might read *1PS, but cp. on Gen. xix. 20.) mi should 
probably be It was not the N. Syrian but the Arabian 
Musri to which the original list referred.—29. * Ramah.’ A 
Ramah near Tyre? For conjectures assuming this view, 
see E. Btb., * Ramah,’ § 6. The name, however, indicates 
that a Jerahmeelite settlement is intended, and can best be 
explained on the hypothesis that the original writing referred 
to the south borderland.—ik “i$lp expresses 

pp instead of T>p (see E. Btb., ‘Tyre,’ § 1, and cp. Dillm. 
ad loc.). Probably, however, we should rather read TP-TPI 
"TOD, ‘ to the city of Missor,’ and so in 2 S. xxiv. 7. Cp. 
my note on Ps. lx. 11 (in cviii. 11 USD TP becomes nsio tp), 
and on 2 K. xviii. 8.—nph. G. F. Moore’s tempting identifi¬ 
cation with the Usu of the Assyrian inscriptions {Judges, 
p. 51, note +) must, I fear, be put aside; the redactor (who 
seems to have shifted the geography of the lists) can hardly** 
have known of USu. In 1 Chr. xvi. 38, xxvi. 10, 16, we 
find among the doorkeepers (o’nsD), originally * Asshurites * 
(□"n^N), of the temple the names Obed-edom (rather 'Arab- 
aram) and Hosah (npn). Consistency requires that this 
should be a N. Arabian name. Its origin is obscure. In 
Chron. l.c. we expect such a name as Din = “in#M (‘ Asshur¬ 
ites ’ are spoken of), nor should we be surprised to find it in 
the original list of the towns of Asher (from ‘ Asshur ’ = 

‘ Ashhur ’).—n^rr. Originally njij';, * towards Jaman ’ (Num. 
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xxxiv. 5).—We can now understand iTTON bino. Steuer- 
nagel remarks, ‘ Following read inpN'i i^np’i, and connect 
these words with v. 30/ For only slightly different views, see 
E. Bib ., col. 102, note I ; Moore, Judges, 51. Two points, 
however, have to be considered: (1) that again and 
again (see on Dt. iii. 4) has come from f?Norrp; and (2) 
that in v. 11 the two words, rtancn no'b (side by side), both 
represent (error and correction). It is difficult to 

avoid concluding that birro no^nr in v. 29 represents njD''. 
btfDrrp (see above), where 'nr (‘ to Jerahmeel *) is a gloss on 
TOD' (‘ towards Jaman ’). The n- in is redactional, a 

consequence of the faulty reading, ^inp. The next name 
in MT. is nos (v. 30), which, after Hollenberg (ZATW 
i. 100 /), it is usual to emend into nss or i*e: as the 
commentators suppose, the modern *Akka. Geographically, 
this can be made plausible (see Moore, Judges> 51), though 
the strong idealisation of the territorial limits of the northern 
Asher is most surprising (cp. E. Bih> ' Asher/ § 3). One 
may agree that rDi? is an approach to the original reading, 
but experience enables us to go farther. The original writer 
did not idealise Asher; he spoke of a district in N. Arabia, 
and wrote, not rrDS, but npvp. This needs no special con¬ 
firmation ; it is self-evidently true. Still it is worth noticing 
that Pesh. and two Heb. MSS. (de Rossi) read pDV, i.e. rose. 
—pgjhj. Is this Aphek, which (see xiii. 4) was on the 
border of the (southern) Arammites, the Apku of Esar- 
haddon's inscription, quoted in E. Bib. t col. 4529 (top) ? So, 
at any rate, Sanda (. MVG , 1902, p. 58). Apku was ‘in 
(country) Sa-me-n[a]/ i.e. perhaps in Ishmael, and was in 
the direction of the wady of Musur.—‘ Rehob/ i.e. i Reho- 
both* (see on Num. xiii. 21). 

xix. 3 3. certainly not ‘ from Heleph.' Either it 

comes from a dittographed D^l} (E. Bib ., col. 2005), or, 
more probably, like (v. 29) and (xviii. 28), it 

represents f?NDrrr, which was a correction of mpS, and has 
intruded from the margin.—omssi can also now be defini¬ 
tively explained. D'om (cp. on pNS, Mic. i. 11) would 
represent The form found, however, is 'si; this 

comes from D1S1S, which (see on Gen. xxxvi. 2) is still 
nearer to 'om\ Perhaps some great battle, with hostile 
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Ishmaelites or J’erahmeelites, took place near the sacred tree 
Cp. on Judg. iv. 3 7 (*elon me'dnenim ).—lp*n '‘p'w. 
npBri is puzzling. It might mean * the pass ’ (so most), but 
is this likely ? 'tm* probably comes from Ss'in, i.e. 

(cp. ® BA ); see on no~rn, v . 36 ; D’mN, xv. 7. Now own 
npDH for 'in IpD is hardly conceivable. @ supposes the 
word following or 'D'in to be a place-name (or [<® L ] a 
part of a compound place-name). We may plausibly take 
D^enN to be an early gloss on arms ( = 'DtlP), and read 
lp3m. A clue to this name is wanting. 

xix. 34. -Iin TTOtN. Cp. rriNtrpN, 1 Chr. vii. 24^. 
The two parallel compound names represent respectively 
rQTTrjm and like ps, and ps (see on 

1 S. xvi. 11, Mic. i. 11, Num. xxxiv. 26), represents ; 

see, further, on 2 K. xxv. 23. For mn, see on v . 12.—pprr. 
Cp. pp^rr, 1 Chr. vi. 60. Like npbrr in xix. 25, xxi. 31, 
and the personal name, p'lpnn, it probably comes from 
^NDrrT. Cp., however, E . Bib., * Helkath/—p*rn iTTinm 
This ancient enigma can now, it would seem, be solved. 
The non-recognition of rmrra in led Holzinger to sup¬ 
pose that it was excised by the translator (or the scribe 
whose work he used ?) as * suspicious/ i.e. corrupt. In E. Bib., 
col. 2623, it is maintained that jtp was written twice, and 
one of the*Jordans } wrongly emended into*Judah/ See 
also Torrey, New World, viii. 776. We have, however, now 
plenty of evidence that rmm and pT are constant types of 
corruption, which replace *?NDnv and pHT respectively, and 
since the redactor is evidently working on territorial lists, 
which originally referred to the south borderland, we need 
not hesitate to read v . 34^ thus, * and it strikes Zebulun on 
the south, and strikes Asher on the west, and Jerahmeel (i.e. 
the border-stream called Jerahmeel or Jarhon) on the east/ 
x i x - 3 5-38. All these place-names seem based upon 
names of clans and districts. Ziddim, Zer, Hazor, En-hazor, 
are best connected with ; Adamah and Ramah with 

; Iron (pNT») and Horem with ; Hammath with 

Maacath, Beth-shemesh with Cusham; Kedesh needs no 
explanation (cp. Judg. iv. 6, where a southern Kedesh was 
plainly meant by the original narrator). The doubtful ones 
are—(1) rmyi n pi. This should probably be mD3 mp. 
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As for m3D, it is now possible to go beyond E. Bid., cols. 
747 f. Without denying that kn-na-ra-tu in the Retennu 
list of Thothmes III., no. 30 ( RP <2) v. 45 ; WMM, As. u. 
Eur. 84, note 1) has to be explained in the same way, I 
hold it to be plain that mo is a Jerahmeelite name. From 
2 S. vi. 5, 1 K. x. 12, we see that TIM was liable to be read 
for pint* = JWIT = f?NDTrp (for 'riN, see on Dt xi. 24). Cp. 
□mp, also from 'nr (Gen. xiv. 5). For 'STTH ( = *rw)» see 
on Dt. i. 4. In ‘ Migdal-el,’ el is formative; * migdal ’ prob¬ 
ably comes from = onr (cp. on Gen. x. 21 and 1 S. 
xiv. 2). ‘ Beth-anath ’ may come from |rpN TV’S. On iimn 

note that Kampffmeyer would read no“TN (for Din) in 1 K. 
vii. 46, where, however, the true reading is DIM. See 
ZDP V xvi. X 4.—‘ Beth-shemesh'; see on xv. 1 o. 

xix. 40 ff. Cp. on Judg. i. 34/ That Dan was one 
of the tribes which dwelt in the south borderland appears 
from Judg. xiii. 25 and xviii.; ‘Zorah’ and ‘ EshtaoF (see 
on xv. 33, Judg. xiii. 25) were certainly in this much dis¬ 
puted region.—41. ‘ Ir-shemesh ’ = Ir-ishmael, or Ir-cusham ; 
see on ‘ Beth-shemesh,’ xv. 9. We need not be surprised at 
finding Dan compared in Dt xxxiii. to a * lion’s whelp that 
leaps forth from Cusham.’—42. ‘ Shaalabbin,’ elsewhere 
1 Shaalbim ’ (see E. Bib., s.v.). The place-name, however, is 
corrupt; the original may be ‘ Beth-sha'alim ’ (cp. on 1 S. 
ix. 4), if we should not rather say, * Beth-ishmael ’ (cp. 

« Leshem,’ v. 47 = ‘ Ishmael ’). The totemistic theory both 
of Shaalbim and of Aijalon (as if = Fox-town, Stag-town) 
must be abandoned.—‘ Aijalon ’ (pf?'N> and ‘ Elon ’ (v. 43). 
The original is ^NDJTP; cp. on Judg. xii. 11.—‘Tim- 
nah’; see on Gen. xxxviii. 12, Judg. xiv. 1.—‘ Ekron,’ pipv 
(see on Judg. i. 18). That there was a true ‘Philistine’ 
Ekron need not be denied. But there was also a Zare- 
phathite Ekron, which the Danites may for a time have 
conquered. The ‘ Philistine ’ Ekron in the Assyrian inscrip¬ 
tions is Amkarruna (Del. Par. 289), which, like )'np' 1 ■'D in 
v. 46, possibly comes from See on Josh. vii. I, and 

E. Bib., 1 Me Jarkon.’ Places with names which arose out of 
< Jerahmeel,’ but which, in their corrupt form, early attained 
an independent existence, abounded in S. Palestine and in 
the borderland.—44. ‘ Eltekeh.’ See on xv. 59.—‘Gib- 
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bethon. Is it for ‘ Gibeathon ’ ? See E. Bib., s.v., and on 
i K. xv. 27.—45. 4 Jehud.’ Cp. the personal name, 4 Jehudi,’ 
Jer. xxxvi. 14, also on ‘Ammihur’ (©, Ammihud), 2 S. 
xiii. 37.—p-Kr-q?. Cp. 4 Barak,’ Judg. iv. 6. That there 
was a southern clan-name, 111, is shown by the occurrences 
of the expanded gentilic rP 3 l 3 (see E. Bib., 4 Berechiah ’); 
probably *03 (Gen. xlvi. 21) is only another form of this. 
Cp., also, 331, *n33s, and D*Q 3 p 5 . In Sennacherib’s Annals 
(ii. 66) we find the place-name, Banai-barka.—46. 4 Me- 
jarkon ’; see on v. 43 (Ekron).—ppm ; dittographic.— *ib\ 
The original text probably had jnEp (v. 12). Cp. on Jon. 
i. 3, 2 Chr. ii. 16.—47. Cp. on Judg. i. 34 ff. D®*?, like ®*6, 
comes from Sn 5 d®\— 50. rncnion = Dirr'n, i.e. *in®N-nipri, 
4 the Ashhurite Timnah.’ The southern Ephraim is meant. 

Chap. xx. Cities of refuge—three on the west, three 
on the east of the stream Jarhon (cp. on Dt. iv. 41-43).—7. 
‘Kedesh,’ W> 33 . Read, rather, *75^33 (see on xxii. 23).—8. 
1JTV, i.e. 'inv, a correction of jit (see on Num. xxii. 1). 
<3 does not express the correction, and also neglects nmiD. 
—niDN"), v.l., DDNl. See on xix. 8. 

Chaps, xxii.-xxiv. There has been much manipulation 
and expansion of an older text, glimpses of which can be 
obtained. 

xxii. 11. nM). See on xviii. 17, and on Dt. xi. 30 
(W ?3 from * 75 ^ 3 ). 

Chap. xxiv. 1. ‘And Joshua gathered all the tribes of 
Israel to Shechem.’ In the writing which P probably used, the 
phrase, 4 all Israel,’ meant 4 all the Israelites in the N. Arabian 
borderland’ (see on 1 K. viii. 65, Judg. xx. 1, 2 S. ii. 8/, 
v. 1).— 4 Shechem,’ as usual, has come by transposition from 
4 Cusham.’ It is not a historical fact that this convention 
under Joshua took place, but, at any rate, such assemblies 
may have taken place when the original writer lived.—2. 
The mi referred to may be the jtib[n] mi (see on Gen. 
xv. 18); and 1353 (so v. 15) should not improbably be 
3353 (see on Dt. i. 1); just as Dn»3 Tin should be '3 335. 
D'mN OVtSn should possibly be ^NDnT mflN (cp. on Dt. 
v. 7). The N. Arabian deities seem to have been Jarham 
(the moon-god)—or Jerahmeel = Baal—and Cushith or 
Yisme"elith (see on Jer. iii. 23/, 2 K. xxiii. 5), i.e. Astar 
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or Astart. Cp. Barton (Semitic Origins , p. 148), ‘The 
worship of Baal was in many places connected with the old 
mother-goddess, AStart.'—In v. 3 read, perhaps, m*p, and 
Certainly t?)p, and so on.—In 15 was originally 
and in v. 17 onn* rrap was oryp mp (see on Ex. xiii. 3). 
—In v. 30 (Judg. ii. 9) in from irr (as shown on 
2 S. xxiii. 30); mo, as we have seen (on xix. 50), also = 
iniDN. @ BL , tov opov 9 [to 5 ] ya\aah t presumably representing 
an early gloss. Cp. @ B , 2 S. xxiii. 30, airo jgeijiapp&v yah 
(from yaXaah ?).—In ^.33 Dn^Q mi3t, ultimately perhaps 
from Sndjtv 1 'ax See E. Bib., ‘ Phinehas,’ and on Jer. 
xlvi. 15 ; also on I K. xv. 27. 
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The introductory remarks on Joshua may, to a great extent, 
be applied to Judges. It is true, more has been done for 
the text of Judges (think of chap, v.!) than for that of 
Joshua, the number of obvious textual corruptions being 
much greater in Judges than in Joshua. But whether even 
here the textual problems have often been rightly appre¬ 
hended is the question. The historical problems, too, have 
received much attention, but, as the present writer is com¬ 
pelled to think, without very satisfactory results. It must, 
however, be emphatically stated that without the able 
pioneering work of predecessors (notably Moore) the present 
imperfect attempt to revise the basis of all investigation— 
the Hebrew text—would have been impossible. Many errors 
in the following pages there must, of course, be, but there 
are, at any rate, not a few solutions of textual problems 
which have an air of considerable probability, and which 
ought not to be set aside, simply on the ground that the 
point of view here adopted, and the methods employed, are 
partly different from those favoured by the majority. It 
takes much hard and self-denying work to get at a new 
point of view, and without such hard work on the part of 
those who may sit in judgment on the present work much 
unintentional injustice cannot be avoided. * When large 
ranges of [possible] truth open, it is surely best to be able to 
open ourselves to their reception, unfettered by our previous 
pretensions.’ 

Chap. i. 5 ff. The conquered enemies are Kenizzites 
(p» has constantly replaced pM in the early narrative) and 
Zaraphites or Zarephathites (see E. Bib., ‘ Perizzites ’). The 
battle-field was near pH. There is no need to read npTS 
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(Steuern. Einwand. 85). The word may represent either 
pH, or *7*11 (? roil), or 1D1. All these names are connected 
with the Negeb, 1D1, the name of Saul's clan, is perhaps 
the most plausible, having regard to 1 S. xi. 8, where Saul 
is spoken of. Here the true text probably states that 
Bezek (?) was in Jerahmeel ( i.e . in N. Arabia). It is true, 
Moore denies that the same Bezek is meant in both passages, 
but a searching criticism shows, at any rate, this much, that 
the scene of both narratives is in N. Arabia. The name of 
the hapless king in i. 5 ff. is probably pis ; the place 
to which he was conveyed was his . own royal city Ishmael 
(see on Josh. x. i), or, as the place is also called, Jerahmeel. 
That the original tradition specified the as the clan 

which conquered Ishmael is improbable. In 21 the ^1 
P'Ol are implied as the conquerors of that city. Thus 
Kuenen's difficulty about Jerusalem ( Onderzoek®\ i. 357) is 
removed. The question of the origin of such names as 
Adonizedek is adverted to in note on Josh. x. 1. The 
current view needs expansion and correction in view of the 
facts of textual criticism. 1 

i. 10-15. See on Josh. xv. 13-19. In v. 13 note the 
insertion iddd Jiopn (also in iii. 9, but not in Josh. xv. 17). 
To what name is the phrase 'iii tin in apposition ? 
Critics reply, to Othniel. But why should the age of Othniel 
be noticed at all ? It has not been observed that ppn and 
7DOD are among the current corruptions of ^ndTTP (cp. on 
Gen. ix. 24). 'd 'pn represent a dittographed ^NDrrP (a 
variant to I3p). According to i Chr. ii. 9, 42 Jerahmeel 
and Caleb were brothers. Render, ‘ Othniel, son of Kenaz 
[Jerahmeel], the brother of Caleb.' 

i. 16. On ■'irp see Moore. Perhaps we should read 
vppn (see on Num. x. 29). D^lDPi (so iii. 13) repre¬ 
sents rris; cp. Tp = 'nr, and D'Tun in 1 S. i. 1. 

The identification of the ‘city of palm-trees' (?) with Jericho 
is a mistake (see E . Bib., cols. 2396, 2651, and on Dt. 
xxxiv. 3). The next words are difficult. ‘ It hardly seems 

1 Here and elsewhere P&re M. J. Lagrange (whom I am delighted 
to meet on this field) gives lucid and accurate expression to the view 
generally prevalent among contemporary critics. A step forward, 
however, cannot long be delayed. 
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possible that a part of the Wilderness could be described as 
lying in the Negeb of Arad * (Moore). The variety in the 
readings of shows the difficulty that was felt by the 
ancients; see Moore and Lagrange. With Moore, I am of 
opinion that @’s TV1D3 (irrl KaTaficurew') is an old error for 
■men, as in viii. 24 (MT. '70a, but <J£ iirl Tijs icaraf}.). 
Possibly the true (g should run, . . . h> t& vora A paB, a 
second i31D[l] having intruded very late into the text, mis¬ 
written (possibly under the influence of ~m) as TVl0[3} 
This, however, surely does not give the original writer’s 
meaning. The scribes were in constant danger of confound¬ 
ing 'nr (= ^ND7TP) and rmrr ; see on 1 S. xxvii. 10 , Zech. 
xii. 4-7, etc. This confusion has evidently taken place 
here. Either we should read 'nr 3133 3»N Tii> 333D or 
3 - 1 V 3133 3©N 333D. The latter reading is to be 
preferred, because it explains the reference to ‘ Amalek ’ or 
‘ Jerahmeel ’ at the end of the verse. (For doubtless (§ N 
Sahid. are right with their fiera [tou XaoC] A fiaXrjK, except 
that D»n presupposes either •'p^osn [Budde] or Snojtt. Cp. 
1 S. xv. 6.) For * Arab-jerahmeel,’ see on Dt. i. 1 f , 2 S. 
xvii. 26, and on the whole passage, see on Num. xxi. 1.— 
17. See on Num. xxi. 3. 1392 = 73533 (cp. <re<f>ep); 

nrenn = rrom (from 'rrf'). 

i. 18. n?», perhaps short for *a nB2 ( 73 D 32 ); cp. on 1 K. 

xvii. 9. If so, the conquest of Zarephath is related twice 
over. pSpBN should be read either or better, SpBN. 

The origin both of SlfflN and of pSpffiN is doubtless 
(see on 1 S. xvii. 4^-7). Eshcol (Ashkal) was in the hill- 
country near Hebron or Rehoboth; tradition affirmed the 
conquest of both places. p 3 p$ comes from J313N ; 313 N is a 
common abbreviation of ; cp. also pp3' 1 , Josh. xix. 46 ; 

]33i>, Num. i. 1 3. Possibly, therefore, more than one place 
bore the name of Ekron. We may assume, however, that 
the ‘ Ekron ’ here meant is the most famous one which was 
on the northern border of the land of Kenaz (Josh. xiii. 3). 
That tradition in one of its forms spoke of the early conquest 
of ‘ Ekron ’ seems to be indirectly stated in the story which 
accounts for the name of * Achor ’ (Josh. vii. 24, 26). V. 19 
thus becomes an explanation of v. 18. <3 apparently reads 

(for 33 t ? v i) B'nin ; but this may be a learned emendation, 
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suggested by the very considerations urged, in our day, by 
the commentators {eg Moore). 

i. 19. ‘ For he could not (bT tob 'd, @) dispossess the 

inhabitants of the plain, because they had chariots of iron * ? 
The ‘chariots of iron* are suspicious (cp. on iv. 3, Josh, 
xvii. 16). We might read ‘chariots of Ishmael* (^ni from 
ms). But the sense produced is not perfect Since 
m sometimes replaces nrn, we may, as in Josh., Lc read 
'd&T nrn?, ‘ in the Ishmaelite Rehob.' This will be a 
gloss on posn (or rather rtoD; see on v . 34). (as 

elsewhere, cp. onf?) comes from a variant to ms 

—21. obwyv miswritten for See on Josh, 

xv. 8, 63. 

i. 23d. See on Gen. xxviii. 19*—26. Very possibly 
there were two places (both in the N. Arabian borderland) 
called ‘ Luz/ The name belongs to the same group with 
Laish and Shaul, and indicates an Ishmaelite ( = Jerah- 
meelite) settlement. This passage confirms the view that 
‘Beth-eP comes from ‘ Beth-ishmaer (see on ii. 1-5). Note, 
also, that here, as elsewhere, ‘ Hittites ’ comes from ‘ Reho- 
bothites 9 (see on Gen. x. 15, Josh. i. 4, Ezek. xvi. 3 ).—27 ff. 
See || passages in Josh, xvi., xvii., and xix.—31. With 
1 Ahlab 1 and ‘ Helbah/ cp. ‘ Helbon/ See on Ezek. xxvii. 17, 
and especially on Josh. xix. 29. 

i. 34 f is surprising, as P&re Lagrange remarks. 

Elsewhere in chap. i. we find which indeed Moore 

and Nowack read here. Budde (Richter u . Sam . p. 18, 
note 1) suggests , ntl&Dn (cp. chaps, xiii.-xvi.). Read rather 
; this approaches Budded view, for * xArammite * means 
‘jerahmeelite/ and to the early tradition ‘ Philistine 1 and 
‘ Jerahmeelite * were equivalent (see on xiv. 3). Observe 
that in Josh. xix. 47 the chief success of the Danites is 
the conquest of nwb f i.e. of SnsobT, presumably not the 
famous Ishmael or Jerahmeel spoken of in vv . 7 but 
another. It appears, then, from this tradition, that the 
Danites were engaged in warfare with the Arammites unsuc¬ 
cessfully, except so far as the hill-country was concerned, for 
the Arammites would not permit them to come down posb. 
This reading ( = * into the broad, deep vale *) is plausible, but 
often elsewhere {eg. Gen. xiv. 3, Ps. lx. 8) pos has sprung 
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out of roso, and this seems to be the case here and in v. 19. 
It is ‘ Maacath-jerahmeel/ disguised in Josh. xix. 12 as pov 
pfrw, which is meant. —Dinnrr, rather in. Cp. Kir- 

heres (Isa. xvi. n), Ir ha-heres (Isa. xix. 18); also tDDBnri 
from DBte-n^ 1 (v, 33), and from f?NDTTP (v. 35). See, 
further, on vi. 26, Josh. xix. 41, 1 K. iv. 9. * Aijalon/ see 

on Josh. x. 12 ; * Shaalbim/ see E. Bib.y s.v. 

i. 36. Moore, Budde, and Lagrange would read, for 
■nDM, , 'D7N, adopting one of the alternatives in @ (tov Afiop- 
paiov 6 *1 8ovp,cuo $); Hollenberg would even combine the 
readings. But idin is probably right. So in Num. xxxiv. 3, 
Josh. xv. 1 read din. The statement of the boundary of the 
Arammite territory is imperfectly given. Moore, it is true, 
would delete the initial o in s^DHD, and render / to Sela/ 
But considering how often sbon, or some similar combination 
of letters, is a corruption of it is hazardous to take 

this step. It may be added that it is very improbable that 
or here, and in 2 K. xiv. 7, Isa. xvi, 1, means ‘a 
cliff near the south end of the Dead Sea.’ As in Isa. xlii. 11, 
$f?D[n] is no doubt an early corruption of Similarly 

represents ^NDriT (cp. Josh. iii. 16); the vague expres¬ 
sion, 1 and upwards/ is most improbable. ‘ Ishmael 9 and 
‘Jerahmeel’ are probably two geographical glosses on ‘the 
ascent of Akrabbim 1 (for this phrase, see on Num. xxxiv. 3). 
Cp. E . Bib.y 1 Sela/ 

Chap. ii. 1-5. mrr here, as throughout the pre- 
exilic writings, has most probably come from mrr "|Sd, i.e. 

^NoriT. As indicated in the ‘ Addenda 1 to Kings, and as 
will be shown at length on Gen. ii. 4, xvi. 7, Ex. vi. 2, the 
early Israelites, at any rate, in Judah and in the Negeb, 
called their God Jerahmeel-yahw& or Yahwfe-jerahmeel, to 
indicate the identity of Yahwfe and Jerahmeel. It is not our 
business to criticise them from the point of view of the 
religion into which Yahwism blossomed, but to understand 
them. Historically, at any rate, the identification was 
justified. Next, as to the paragraph, m. 1-5. That ii. I a, 
5 b originally stood together, as the close of the account of 

1 It comes to nearly the same thing if ror in this name be ex¬ 
plained as an expansion of or, which pretty often in MT. is a mutilated 
form of yor = Wcr*. 
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the conquest in chap, i., is plausibly held by Wellh. (CY/ (2) 
215); the intermediate portion is Deuteronomic, and there¬ 
fore quite out of harmony with chap. i. In v. la © gives a 
conflate text, eVt rov K Xavdfi&va teal eirl B acffrfK teal eVl 
rov oltcov I <rpar)\ where MT. gives For the 

varying views of the critics see Moore's note in SBOT\ and 
cp. Budde's more recent expression of opinion. The truth, 
however, has been missed for want of the right clue. D*Ol[rT], 
mi, and ^nttP mi all mean the same place. mDl or 
D^l (2 S. v. 23 /, see note), is a corruption of Dim 'l = 
*?NDTTP mi, of which bn mi is a broken-down form (p. 142). 

mi is a corruption of hnSD®' 1 (as 2 S. xxiv. 1, and 
often); cp. on v . 2 3. How famous Beth-jerahmeel or Beth- 
ishmael was even in later times (see PsP* i. Introd.), our 
studies may perchance have revealed. The best reading 
seems to be 'nr mi, so that, if we combine ii. 1 a and $b y 
the original close of chap. i. becomes, * And Jerahmeel- 
yahwfc came up from Gilgal to Beth-jerahmeel, and they 
sacrificed there to Yahw&.' I confess, however, that I am 
not quite satisfied. Surely between v. 1 a and v. $ b some¬ 
thing has been lost, which the existing narrative seeks in 
vain to replace. There may have been an account of the 
erection of an altar, perhaps also a speech of Jerahmeel- 
yahwfe, describing the compassion (mom) of Yahwfe towards 
his people, and so accounting once more for the name 
‘Jerahmeel/ Very possibly Beth-jerahmeel or Beth-el was 
not far from Shiloh. If so, there was no great discrepancy 
between the statement of Judg. ii. 1 that the early religious 
centre of Israel was at Beth-el (cp. xx. 18, 26/, xxi. 2), 
and that of P who places it at Shiloh (Josh, xviii. 1, xix. 51). 
The passage presupposes the conquest of Beth-el (i. 22-25). 

ii. 23-iii. 2. ‘The text is in the most extreme confusion 
through repeated over-working* (Budde), and still more 
through textual corruption.—23. n^*rr, difficult. See 
Bertheau, Moore, Budde. The clue, however, has been 
found. As in Josh, xi 10, 1 K. v. 7, Isa. x. 10 (®), for 
nSwn read certainly ^onr. D^arr, altered by R from "la. 
The peoples of the Negeb are meant.—inp. Almost cer¬ 
tainly from Dm, i.e. fworm (cp. on \ v. 30), a correction of 



442 


CRITIC A BIBLICA 


iii. I 

CHAP. iii. i f The strangeness of the phraseology has 
struck every commentator, and the only remedy proposed is 
the hypothesis of redactional insertions or glosses. On v. ib 
Moore remarks, ‘ The words are difficult and inappropriate in 
their present connection'; on v. 2, ‘The text is clearly corrupt; 
the restoration is somewhat uncertain.' Budde remarks on 
the strange phrase pX) mon^D, and on the redundancy of 
by the side of nvT po^. To remedy the latter 
Kautzsch omits ru?T as a dittogram of MYT (cp. ©); Moore 
and Budde, however, omit rm and O’robb, and Budde further 
omits the second pi as a dittogram. own is also a difficulty ; 
unless the clause be a doublet to v. lb, the plural masculine 
suffix is intolerable. The truth is, however, that, as so often, 
the editor does his best to make sense out of repetitions of 
ethnics. Underneath riN we can see nN 

S«DnT Then follows (under dm) the doublet 

(cp. on mm mon^D, Num. xxi. 14), to which 
the gloss np (miswritten pDD) is appended. pD*? pn repre¬ 
sents a repeated ^Norrp ; the same must be said of DTfoSS, 
non^D, and px JVTT run probably represents 

ra yygi (on which 'nr is a gloss). Then we get pN 
U'bxi disguised as cp. Josh. xiii. 5, 1 K. v. 32 

(the names * Gebal,* and perhaps * Gebalon,' seem to have 
been given to the mountain-country of N. Arabia). dOT $b 
represents —a gloss. Thus the original text of vv. 

1-3 seems to have run thus, ‘These are the nations, etc., 
Asshur-Jerahmeel [Kenaz], Arabia of the Ishmaelites [Jerah- 
meel], the land of the Gebalites [Jerahmeel].' 

iii. 3. Read ‘ the five potentates 1 (^n, @ crarpaTrai ) of 
the Zarephathites, and all the Kenizzites, and the Misrites (?), 
and the IJorites that dwelt in Mt. Lebanon from Mt. Baal- 
hermon to the entrance of Maacath.' With regard to pr% 
we may plausibly assume that, like ns (Tis), it is a modifica¬ 
tion of nkp. ^n, as usual, = nn, i.e. ; cp. Isa. xvii. 9, 

1 D'jio, according to BDB , ‘a Philistine loan-word *—a very timid 
hypothesis; G. Hoffmann (Phon . Inschr *. 15) would make it a dialectic 
plural of -tb. We have no reason, however, to think that the narrators 
or redactors took the trouble to record dialectic or foreign words, iron 
is good Hebrew, and though generally poetic, presumably at one time 
belonged to the ordinary speech. It is suggested by © of Judg. v. 3 
(<rarptt 7 rat = oun). 
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where tmnrr corresponds in @ to oi Evaloc , * the Hivites/ 
It is true, the Gibeonites are, in Josh. ix. 7 (see note), called 
•nrrn, but there is no reason why Horites (Ashhurites) should 
not have been traditionally placed both at the southern 
Gibeon and in the southern Mt. Lebanon.—po*in btt *ino. 
Cp. Josh. xiii. 5, and E. Bib., col. 4101. Most probably Ssi, 
when it enters into compound names, is a popular corruption 
of * JerahmeeL (see on* Baal[e]-yehudah,’ 2 S. vi. 2, and cp. 

in * Abel-beth-maacah'). In early ages the southern 
Hermon would naturally be distinguished by the prefix 
* Jerahmeel/ which became worn down into * Baal.’ Cp. 
1 Chr. v. 23 (* Baal-hermon ' and * Mt. Hermon * are variants). 

iii. 8. D?n*mn See E . Bib ., col. 969 f It is better, 

however, to read D'*nD'lS£ This Cushan is here called king 
of * Aram-naharaim’; D'HTO may represent ^NDrrr 1 (a gloss). 
See on Gen. xxiv. 10. He might with equal justice have been 
called *7 ^d, * king of the Zarephathites/ Zarephath being 
a Jerahmeelite city. His oppression of Israel, according to 
the traditional text, lasted * eight years/ The same duration 
is assigned to the rule of Abdon the judge (xii. 14). In 
both places, however, D^m TOom has probably arisen out of 
a twice-written pm\ i.e. There are a number of 

passages in which numerals have arisen out of ethnics (cp. 
on v . 30). The chronological scheme of Judges seems to 
have been largely accidental; i.e, the chronologist theorised 
on the basis of corrupt texts. * Ishmael ’ may be a second 
gloss on * Aram/ 

iii. 11. Read D^rnso pun &p»m. See pre¬ 
ceding note. and are repeatedly confounded 

(see E . Bib., * Moses/ § 11). TOO), like pm, etc., repre¬ 
sents Cp. v. 31, xiii. 1, and especially viii. 28, and 

see on v. 30, and on Josh. xi. 23. 

iii. 12-30. The traces of different versions of parts of 
the story show that scribes and redactors were early at their 
work. Winckler, however ( G! ii. 129 /.), goes too far; 
seldom, as it seems to me, does he err so much through 
theorising on the basis of an unmethodical textual criticism, 
iii. 12. Eglon (@ E7 \cofi) as a personal name here 

1 It is possible, however, that *Aram-naharaim* may mean ‘Aram 
of the two streams * (the streams of Ephrath and of Jarhon). 
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only. But as a place-name (@ usually o8o\\afjL = Jerahmeel) 
in Josh. x. 36, xii. 12, xv. 39, passages which, critically read, 
point to the Negeb. Note in Josh. x. that * Joktheel/ i.e. 
[Kadesh-]jerahmeel, is not far off. Kadesh in the Negeb 
seems to have been near the border of the non-Israelite 
territory, and to have been coveted by Eglon. The whole 
story becomes intelligible only on the theory that 1N1D, as 
so often, is miswritten for Missor, and that D'HDnn TS is a 
corruption of T$, ‘the city of [Kadesh-Jjerahmeel/ 

Eglon’s own name points either to ‘ Jerahmeel 1 or to ‘ Gilead/ 
iii. 13. pas. Read ; the text combines 

two popular corruptions of this name.—D'nmnn TS. See 
on i. 16. YVinckler’s view is that Ehud’s Ir-temarim should 
be Ir-tamaraim = Baalath-tamar ( Gesch . Isr. ii. 104). 

iii. 14. Probably the original text simply stated that 
‘ the b’ne Israel served Eglon king of Missor/ with the gloss, 
‘ Ishmael (mm, mimm), Ashhur (mm»)/ Cp. on x. 8. 

iii. 15. TifTM occurs again in 1 Chr. vii. 10, from which 
passage it is plain that THIN must represent an ethnic of the 
Negeb. Pesh. gives 'ihur, and in 1 Chr. viii. 6, for Yin**, 
1 abihur (cp. 'abihur for Tima in v. 3). Probably Yn[mNjClH 
( = c Arab-ashhur) is correct; cp. YTTn* from iTT'riN in 1 Chr. 
viii. 7 (this form = inmw ^NDriY), and note Ishhod (mnm’'), 
1 Chr. vii. 18, also from Yinmi*. 

iii. 16. nsnw Yja, ‘a short cubit long'? See Moore 
( JBL xii. 104). Unfortunately the traditional Jewish ex¬ 
planations are commonly wrong, and both ica and Tin are 
regular corruptions of The ‘sword of Jerahmeel* 

was proverbial (see on Hos. i. 7, Ps. lxxvi. 4, Jer. vi. 25). 
Read nro 'om rb\ baor-m Yin titoh n»n. Winckler’s 
appeal to Assyrian {gamru = * whole/ ‘ full *) is therefore un¬ 
necessary. Nor is the sense of peoth (?) made out. See GI 
ii. 119. 

iii. 19. D^DDH. Among the possible corruptions of 
are Sdd and (cp. E . Bib., ‘ Sheleph*). It is not 
a locality but an outpost of Ishmaelite or Jerahmeelite troops 
that Ehud had to pass near Gilgal. See E. Bib., 1 Quarries/ 
iii. 22 f irnmiDH and mYVTDBil. Both words are 
corruptions of the same original, i.e. most probably of 
njsrr, ‘ the corner-gate/ -n?m became nm and ytd ; mon 



445 


in. 31 JUDGES 

remained in the one case, and in the other became nson. 
After going out by-this gate, Ehud (Abihur) shut up the 
murdered king in the rpb$. V, 22 is one of the many 
passages in which an apparent coarseness is due to corrup¬ 
tion. See E . Bib,, ‘ Porch/ 

iii. 26-29. The awkwardness of the connection and the 
exegetical difficulty are well known. It is, however, all 
due to corruptions, which we can now heal with a near 
approach to certainty. DnDHDnn ID comes from msp 
^NDTTP : cp. on Gen. xix. 16, also on cmonn TW (i. 16). 
D n ^DQn nN '1'ID mr\ should certainly be 'IID tfin, 

‘ that is, Arabia of the Ishmaelites/ a gloss on the preceding 
words (when read D^nonn ^d). nm* perhaps comes from 
rrvirrtpN, * to Ashhur/ However this may be, one thing is 
certain—we are in the N. Arabian borderland. It is the 
southern Mt. Ephraim which we meet with in v . 27.—pTH 
should be firm ; the stream meant is that of Jarhon or 
Jerahmeel (vii. 24). 

iii. 28 / prn mim See on vii. 24.— wrwhy) 

Stt. in the sense of 1 robust, vigorous ’ (Moore), occurs 

nowhere else; nor can Isa. x. 16, Ps. lxxviii. 31 (D^Offin) 
protect the reading. Why, indeed, should it be specially 
noted that the slain enemies were ‘ all robust and all valiant 
men 1 ? The truth is, that and are current corrup¬ 
tions of fjNSDttr and respectively (Isa. x. 27, Ps. 

lxii. 11). Read [BFN-jbm, where, of 

course, Vrp may be omitted as a variant* 

iii. 30. run? Why ‘ eighty J rather than ‘ forty 

years ’ ? The question is of a kind which often besets us. 
Why, for instance, had Abram 318 home-born slaves (Gen. 
xiv. 14)? And why were no more nor less than 185,000 
men of Asshur slain in Hezekiah/s time (2 K. xix. 35)? 
The truth is, that both etd'idB) and TTJtD, like jDtD, are among 
the current corruptions of [D^N$DtD\ On the analogy of 
iii. 12 and other passages, read pNH tDpt&m. 

iii. 31. Nowhere, perhaps, has criticism tried harder to 
solve problems without an adequate examination of the text. 
From the newer point of view all is clear. The object of 
v. 31 is to explain an obscure phrase which the redactor 
read (not quite correctly) in v. 6. It has, however, suffered 
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in transmission. We cannot be far wrong in correcting thus— 
[cmDnn f^onTD btn] dtib&d hn *p irm-p oara rrn vit-tni 
Snor-m tftrrEU stm. Cp. on xv. 15 (Samson); 2 S. 
xxiii. 8, 18 may also be corrected on the same lines. Thus 
the difficulties caused by the air. \ey. 10*70 (note <J|’s 
singular versions), and the 600 men who ‘have always 
taxed the credulity of commentators’ (Moore), disappears, 
while the strange-looking ‘ Shamgar ben Anath ’ (cp. E. Bib., 
‘ Shamgar ’) becomes the intelligible ‘ Gershom ben Ethan,’ 
who is on a par with ‘ Othniel (= Ethani) ben Kenaz ’ in 
iii. 9. Note that ‘ Ethan ’ in 1 K. v. 11 is called Triton, *.«• 
•'■inmNn, ‘ the Ashhurite,’ and that DUm (see on Ex. ii. 22) 
comes from ima = -iriffiN. OtD has sprung out of nm ; ntoo, 
as not seldom, represents D^ND. The impossible word- 
group, npin 10^701 sm, which remains, after the preceding 
corrections have been made, has sprung from ^MDTTTO Bto 
O'naan or the like. That ^NDm 1 can underlie idSd or 10 * 71 , 
the student will readily see. 1D1 is a well-known southern 
clan-name (cp. on jni, Josh. xix. 45). Here-I may well 
pause. In the light of results gained elsewhere the possible 
becomes the probable and almost the certain. I am afraid 
that the facts derived from the Greek and Latin versions by 
Moore and Lagrange are of no value for our present purpose; 
I need not here repeat them. The extended note of the 
latter scholar, so lucid and so learned, is altogether off the 
right track, except, indeed, where it says, ‘ Nous avons aussi 
un exemple des alterations qu’a pu subir le texte ’ (p. 64). 
To trace the later fortunes of the text is doubtless an object 
worthy of so good a scholar. 

Chap. iv. ‘The actual text of chap, iv.,’ remarks 
Lagrange, ‘ presents insurmountable difficulties.’ All is plain, 
and in harmony with the Song in chap, v., as long as we 
keep to Sisera. But when ‘ Jabin, king of Canaan, residing 
at Hazor,’ and ‘king of Hazor,’ enters on the stage all 
becomes difficult. There never was a single king of Canaan ; 
the geographical perplexities, too, are quite extraordinary. 
It is a sad confession. Can nothing be done to remove these 
difficulties? The prevalent view ascribes the embarrassing 
circumstances to the fusion of two traditional stories, relative 
to Jabin and to Sisera respectively. The consistent develop- 
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ment of this idea, however, compels us to suppose that Jael 
and Heber had no connection, since Jael incontestably be¬ 
longs to the story of Sisera, and Heber is expressly brought 
into connection with Jabin. In reality, says Lagrange, there 
is no story of Jabin. His own opinion is that ‘Jabin* and 
‘ Hazor * got into the text after what should have been the 
final redaction of the narrative. The true name of the 
oppressor was Shamgar; his capital was Harosheth of the 
Goyim.—This is the latest criticism ; I can hardly say that 
I think it satisfactory. No progress can be made till the 
proper names have been thoroughly examined, with constant 
reference to the results of text-critical study elsewhere. That 
‘Jabin,* or better *Jamin* (® A iv. 2, 7), comes from Jaman, 
i.e. Jerahmeel, ‘Hazor* and ‘Sisera* from Ashhur,‘Harosheth* 
from a feminine form of the same name, ‘ Canaan * from 
‘ Kenaz,* is plain to any one who has given a keen criticism 
to the Hebrew proper names, and who accepts the well- 
supported theory of N. Arabian influence on the fortunes of 
the early Israelites. There were, no doubt, different versions 
of the story of a great defeat of the N. Arabians. One is con¬ 
tained in the story of the battle by the waters of DYiD (Josh, 
xi. 1-11). Two others are represented in chap, iv., one of 
which gives Jabin (Jaman) and the other Sisera (Ashhur) as 
the name of the N. Arabian king. A fourth is given in the 
Song (chap, v.) where the N. Arabian chief is called Sisera 1 
(Ashhur), and where a larger number of Israelitish tribes is 
represented as taking part in the holy war than the com¬ 
posite harrative in chap. iv. recognises (see iv. 6, 10, Naphtali 
and Zebulun). In the first and fourth it is plainly stated 
that there was a confederation of kings ; the second and 
third, in their present combined form, appear to relate that 
there was only one hostile king, who was called ‘ king of 
Canaan,* though the description of Jabin in v. 17 shows that 
this erroneous view belongs to a late editor,—perhaps, indeed, 
to the redactor who changed ‘ Kenaz * into ‘ Canaan,* and in 
other respects altered the geography, and who also created the 
prophetess Deborah by a misunderstanding (see on v. 4, end). 

1 The theory of Moore, Budde, and Lagrange that ‘Shamgar’ is 
given in v . 6 as the name of the oppressor of Israel, is extremely in¬ 
genious, but can hardly now be maintained. Cp. E . Bib., ‘Shamgar.’ 
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Upon the theory here adopted the difficulties mentioned 
by the critics are, to say the least, very greatly diminished. 
Certainly those which relate to geography, and which are so 
forcibly presented by Moore, tend to disappear, if the scene 
of the struggle is in N. Arabia. We may, for instance, 
reasonably assume that the distance between Harosheth 
(Ashtor) and the Naphtalite Kedesh—two points in the 
Negeb—was considerably less than forty or fifty miles (the 
distance calculated on the old geographical theory). The 
discrepancies between chaps, iv. and v. also lose much of 
their importance, if a methodical criticism is applied to the 
traditional text. It is true, iv. 6, io speak only of Zebulun 
and Naphtali, while v, 14, 18 mention several other patriotic 
tribes of Israel. But, according to the new theory, all these 
tribes were in the N. Arabian borderland; they were not 
separated so widely as the tribes bearing the same names in 
central and northern Palestine. True, again, that iv. 10 
speaks of ten thousand warlike Israelites, and v. 8 (in the 
received text) of forty thousand. But methodical criticism 
throws so much doubt on the text of v. 8 that we cannot 
venture to use it. 

That chap. iv. in its present form y is later than the Song 
in chap. v. must be admitted, (1) because the Song gives a 
more consistent picture of the events, and (2) because the 
prose-narrator has misread, and therefore misunderstood, 
several passages in the Song (iv. 4 f> 21, cp. v. 7, 12, and 
26). It is plausible, however, to suppose that the basis of 
chap. iv. is an old prose-story of a N. Arabian king called 
Jerahmeel (Jabin) or Ashhur (Sisera) who oppressed the 
Israelites of N. Arabia, but whose yoke was thrown off in a 
patriotic rising of the tribes of Naphtali and Zebulun. 

Objection may perhaps be taken to the above view 
that the mention of horses and of * chariots of iron * points 
definitely to the north. The Book of Job, however, is 
plainly a N. Arabian work, and here we find the war-horse 
among the familiar sights of nature (Job xxxix. 19-25). 
The same book distinctly refers to iron-mines (Job xxviii. 2). 
And unless we insist on binding ourselves to the traditional 
text, there is evidence in many parts of the O.T. that horses 
and chariots played a great part in N. Arabian culture, and 
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that iron was abundant. For the iron, see on Dt. viii. 7 ‘ 9 » 
for the horses, on i’ K. x. 28 f; for the chariots, on Gen. 
xli. 43, 2 Chr. xxxv. 24, where the right reading is ‘ chariot 
of Ishmael’ (na»D from |OB ' 1 = ^tWDdr). Note also the 
interesting phrase ‘ wagons of Ishmael ’ in Num. vii. 3 
(MT., enigmatically, is rb^s). I cannot, however, help 
adding that the phrase * chariots of iron ’ is in the highest 
degree improbable. It is usual to explain it as ‘chariots 
strengthened with iron,’ but what a violent explanation 1 
If the text of Josh. xi. 6 is correct, the chariots of Jabin 
king of Hazor were burned by the Israelites. If so, they 
were in no proper sense of the phrase * iron chariots.’ The 
truth is, however, that again and again ^ni (iron) is mis¬ 
written for i.e. Wnt) 1 ns. ‘Chariots of Ishmael’ 

(i.e. of N. Arabia) is at any rate a possible phrase. A 
fuller criticism, however, throws doubt on the other com¬ 
ponent member of the phrase ; not only bni but in is 
probably incorrect. See on v. 3, and cp. on Josh. xi. 4, 6, 9. 
That Sisera himself had a chariot is not on this account 
to be denied (see v. 28, revised text), and in this connection 
we may recall the fact that chariots are constantly mentioned 
in the Amarna tablets. 

The legend of Jabin or Sisera has a fuller significance 
than may at first sight appear. Such periods of oppression 
by the Jerahmeelites were afterwards common. We may 
regard the legend as an anticipation of the semi-historical 
narrative of the * Philistine ’ tyranny which was so gloriously 
resisted by Saul, and may group it with the equally legendary 
account of Gideon-Jerubbaal’s struggle with the Amalekites 
and Midianites. The difference in the ethnic names given 
to the foes of Israel is unimportant; that they are in all 
cases N. Arabians is sufficiently clear. 

Chap. iv. 2. ‘Jabin’ or ‘Jamin’ (<g A , w. 2, 7), i.e. 

‘Jerahmeel’ (cp. on Josh. xi. 1); his realm is tjp, a part 
of N. Arabia, and his city ‘ Hazor’ (cp. Josh. xi. 10), or 
rather * Ashhur.’ ‘ Sisera ’ (hid'd) is neither a Hittite nor 
an Egyptian name, but, like ‘ Hazor,’ comes from ~n£$N = 
Tin## (cp. on Ezra ii. 53), while nnnn probably represents 
*ino» (see on v. 3), and D v un comes from ^NDm' (cp. on 
Gen. xiv. 1). The Israelites oppressed by Jerahmeel or 
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Ashhur are those in the southern borderland. (Cp. on 2 K. 
iii. 25, where ntmn is traced to Tirrtth*.) 

iv. 3. Vni“lDl MIND st&n. ‘ Chariots of iron * is 
improbable, and not less so, when strictly criticised, is c nine 
hundred.* Did a later scribe, fond of numbers, insert st&n 
mND after the corruption which follows had arisen? No; 
it is almost certainly a corruption of SwonT intDS 1 (see 
on Dt. i. 4), which was originally intended as a correction 
of D^iin nttnn in v. 2. f?ra in comes from ii* ini 
probably a supplementary geographical gloss on 
‘ Ashtor-jerahmeel.* = cp. on i. 19, Josh. xvii. 18.— 
[l]Nl!S ito comes from ItD, ‘prince, or kinglet, of 

Ishmael.* N12 and sis are frequent corruptions of sots. 
Cp. on v. 30. 

iv. 4. mm However plausible a meaning ‘ Bee * 
may seem (cp. Melissa in Herod, v. 92, and see E. Maass, 
Griechen u. Semiten y 1902, p. 113 ; Sayce, The Hittites, 
1882, p. 79), ‘ Deborah* has most probably grown out of 
* Daberath * 2 (so C. Niebuhr, Winckler), the name of a town ; 
see on Josh. xix. 12 (two Daberaths). At any rate, 
Deborah and Daberath are connected as closely as Zip- 
porah and Zarephath. The key to both names is in the 
name in *6, i.e. n[s] Tib = ns isba. Cp. on ‘ Lidbir,’ 
Josh. xiii. 26. The narrator, in the present form of the 
text, calls Deborah nypD^ nmw (wife of Lappidoth). The 
point of this reference escapes us. But the clue to both 
words (ntDN and 'dS) is furnished by our previous experi¬ 
ence. ntDN, like srnn, in iv. 3, almost certainly represents 
intDS; nrrQf? comes, not from ‘Paltiel* (E. Bib. t 2710, a 
plausible supposition), but from some compound name into 
which ( = ^NSDQrO enters. Such a name is irrDSl = 

nrr'DQ)'' (see on Num. xxvi. 33); Tin was a ‘son’ of 
Ishmael (Gen. xxv. 15). Presumably ‘ Ashtor-jerahmeel* 
is meant. If the preposition jd were prefixed, we should 
have to suppose that the writer brought Deborah from 
the very city where Sisera resided (see on v. 3), which 

1 Perhaps the only doubt is, whether nuco comes (as hko repeatedly 
does) from Skott, or from nsvo. 

2 4 Cest fantaisie pure/ exclaims Lagrange. It is best to avoid such 
remarks. Change your point of view, and much that appeared to be 
sober sense at once becomes a mere imagination. 
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would be strange. Most probably * Asktor-isAmael-ftadad,* 
which underlies ’eshetk lapptdoth % is a variant to f Ashtor - 
jerahmeel (y. 3, revised' text). That the narrator created 
* Deborah * out of a misunderstood passage of the Song 
(v. 7) has been pointed out by Winckler (GI ii. 126). 

iv. 5. On the geographical discrepancy between v . 5 
and Gen. xxxv. 8, see on the latter passage. The narrator 
is made to say that Deborah * sat * (i.e. as a prophetess and 
judge) * under the tomer of Deborah/ Lagrange insists on 
adhering to MT/s npn * pillar * as being more difficult than 
lpl-1 (adopted by Moore). Ges.-Bu. keeps “lpri, but explains 
‘palm-tree/ But is non the right reading either here or 
in Jer. x. 5 ? Here, at any rate, it is not; non has re¬ 
peatedly arisen out of non, and so it has here, 4 Deborah 
sat at the foot of Ramath-daberath,* or, as another scribe 
put it, ‘ between Ramah and Beth-el/ All southern names. 
Tg. appears to have preserved another reading mTT nno$ 
( c Atar 5 th [see on Josh. xvi. 2] comes from Ephrath).— nn 
D'HDN. See on 1 S. i. 1. 

iv. 6 f pm. Rather -pi or mi, a clan-name ; see on 
Josh. xix. 45.—DOT« = DM11||. Naam was a ‘son' of 
Caleb (1 Chr. iv. 15).— nmn. Read probably nmm (see 
on viii. 18). Linking form, TYmi.—pQTp, corrupted from 
]t£m (cp. ttpp). The ‘ stream of Cushan * = 4 the waters of 
Migdol* (v. 19) and ‘the waters of Marom* (Josh. xi. 5).— 
The original reading was 'ottF ntD (see on v . 2 b ); pT is an 
insertion. 

iv. gb, 10b. ‘Deborah.* The earliest tradition would 
have said ‘ Daberath * (see on v . 4), i.e. the men of 
Daberath.—11. W. Max Muller remarks ( As . u. Eur . 
174, note S)> ‘Strange that a nomad tribe of the extreme 
south should be found here/ He therefore explains 
4 man of the city of Kin/ referring to a passage in Papyrus 
Anastasi I. in which a locality called Kina, N. of Megiddo, 
is mentioned. See, however, Jensen (in Budde’s note). 
Muller's remark, however, is fully justified. The problem 
referred to exists, but the true solution is in the theory 
here advocated—that the scene of the original narrative 
was in the south.— *1517 is given as an Asherite, Benjamite, 
and Judahite, as well as a Kenite name. Now, Asher and 
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Benjamin were originally settled in the south, and Judah 
was a highly mixed and probably in the main N. Arabian 
tribe.—D'OSSl, or rather D'ODSSl, is against all analogy. Con¬ 
sidering that ps and are among the current corruptions 
of (cp. on ‘Zaanan/ Mic. i. 11), it seems probable 

that 'xi is a corruption of the l having arisen 

from a false idea that tr:iss, or rather D^DSSl, was a place- 
name. Cp. on Josh. xix. 33, Judg. ix. 37. 

iv. 13. The 1 nine hundred iron chariots * are interpo¬ 
lated from v. 3.—17. bs>\ from ^wonT.—18. The covering 
of Sisera is mentioned twice (see v . 19, end). This is to be 
explained, not by referring the two mentions to different 
sources, but to corruption. If there were really two 
mentions, we should expect TU? to accompany the second 
(see Moore). In spite of Lagrange’s opinion that the most 
pressing object was to cover up the fugitive warrior,. I 
venture to think that a drink was the first thing to offer. 
I therefore delete the liiDDm in v. 18, and am now enabled 
to explain rTTDtDl. This seems to be a marginal note on 
bp ^i"TN in v. 17. Jael’s tent was in Cusham; read Dtthll. 
Qnp and aro were liable to confusion ; porp ( = JHTD '}) 
may also have been known as D^anp(see on v. 21). 
iv. 21. The narrator misunderstood v. 26. 

Chap. v. A study of Moore ( SBOT ), Lagrange and 
Ruben convinces me that on the well-chosen battle-field 
of this, poem the old method of using the versions 
(especially the Greek) as they stand to correct MT. is 
inadequate to the chief textual problems. This applies, 
of course, quite as much to the older ® version as to the 
younger (see on v . 12). Nor can I convince myself, that the 
old methods of correcting the Hebrew text apart from the 
comparison of the versions have proved very much more 
effectual (cp., e.g. y the different solutions offered by Gratz, 
Budde, Lambert, Lagrange, Ruben respectively for the 
cruces in v. 8). Ruben deserves high credit for bringing 
in oriental history for illustrative purposes. His view 
formerly influenced me (see JQR y July 1898, p. 566; 
E . Bib. y ‘ Kadesh/ 2); I abandoned it on discovering more 
and more the extent of the N. Arabian connection with 
Israel. I am sorry that I cannot own obligation to 
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Winckler's audacious reconstruction of the text in GI 
ii. 130 ff., or to C. Niebuhr's Reconstellation (1894). 
Probably, however, Winckler is right in holding that the 
so-called Song of Deborah (but really, of Daberath) referred 
to the traditional expulsion of the Philistines from the land 
of Israel by Saul (see GI ii. 164), who may even be 
referred to in the Song as * Barak,' i.e. Beker. Saul was 
a Bikrite (cp. on 1 S. ix. 1). Note also that in 14 
* Machir' follows 4 Benjamin,' and that 1 Bikrite' and 
4 Machrite' may be of the same origin. Cp. <@ L , 1 S. 
ix. 1, and see E . Bid., 4 Saul,' § 1. The prose narrative, 
as we have it, is later than the Song. See on chap. iv. 

The Song in its original form consists of trimeters. 
Compare, however, Rothstein, 4 Zur Kritik des Deboraliedes 
u. d. urspr. rhythm. Form dess.,' ZD MG, lvi. 175 ff** 
437 ff* [ 190 2 ]; also D. H. Muller, Stropkenbau u. Re¬ 
sponsion (1898), pp. 9-14; Marquart, Fundamente (1896), 
pp. I-10; Grimme, ZDMG 1 . 572 ff. [1896]; Winckler, 
Gesch. Isr. (1900), ii. 128-135, 165; C. Niebuhr, Versuch 
einer Reconstellation des Deboraliedes (1894). The last- 
named writer is not so far from the truth as one might 
expect in making Sisera an Egyptian prince, and, in ac¬ 
cordance with this view, placing the tent of Jael, to which 
Sisera directed his course, in the Negeb.—For the titles of 
other books see Budde's list (Buck der Richter, p. 39). 

The reader of the Song as here given will observe that 
the Arabic numerals, other than those indicating the verses 
of MT., refer to glosses in the footnotes. 


Wn nans n ?? 2 

ins-D* nnm 

rm&N 2 mm*? 
btnw 'nbnb 

inwsi mm 4 


For the crushing of Zarephath in 
Ishmael, 

For the disaster to the Arabians 
in Jerahmeel, 

I, to Yahwfe will I sing, 

I will chant to Israel's God. 
Yahwe! when thou wentest forth 
from Asshur, 


1 D':n wmn o’^d iyor. 


2 *33 N. 


3 nvr(V). 


•(£l VZ 33s) Ml »ULl ^MtfUQ /TO *L\U* 8 

^aa t &u 4 % aa t [muu Atc^a c*lucn<J Luc.a m^o suua *aa f aul L 

•ULU AL • ‘ LCILL* * 4 MUM* g 
•iL'^Ci A<,JJi NfSUtL MjSUUQ C»! uSOffM^aj g 

•MUitU l * \LUCH^ 8 4 |« U*r» 3 4 CCJ5l l 


‘saOUlid 

[uMop auiBo] miBjqdg jo wo 
f BjqBjy 

Oiui UMOp 9 UIBD 9 DJ 0 J S^MqBj^ 
‘sajunqssy 

3 lfl 01 UMOp 9 U 1 BD Xaqi U 9 l{£ 

•BtqBjy jo suos aqi anpqng 
< S 3 ApdBD 3 qBl pUB { 3 [BJBg[ *OSUy 
unqssy oiui uo qoiBtu ‘uo qojBj^ 
* qiBisqBQ ‘uo qojBUi ‘uo qojBj^ 

•pBiSJ 

ui spB snopBi 2 ‘snoaiqSii s;h 
‘ 3 MqB^ jo spb 

snoaiq§u aqi aX asread Xipnox 
•suBiqBiy aqi 

pUB pauiqBiaf jo spoq aqi iy 
paaappnqs saauud puB s 2 ui^[ 
•saiunqqsy aqi 

puB pauiqBiaf jo pjoms aqi iy 

19 BJSJ Ul p 3 {qUI 9 Jl S 91 B 1 U 310 J 

4 sqpd paqooao Xq iuaM Xaqj, 
‘pajquiaai 

sXbm aqi uo paiBj oq^ asoqj, 
‘uiBqsno 

puB pBraqsj jo sXBp aqi uj 
‘saqqBuy aqi puB 
saiunqsao aqi jo sXbp aqi uj 
•pBisj jo poo aqi ‘qB^ aaojag 

‘ 3 AVqB^ 

9 J 0 J 9 q P 3 UIB 9 J 1 S sureiunoui 9 qx 
f jaiBAi paddup spnop aqi ‘Baj^ 
suaABaqaqi ‘BaX ‘paqBnbqpBaaqx 
‘uiBiy jo puBiq 3 iq 
aqi uiojj ispaqojBui noqi uaq^V 

$ A 


„ OCv-NQUQ [lUU] 0}UQ 

ra-OilU Cut WLUlQ 

8l *U lUU ^NQUQ 
kczm UCl SLUlQ 

dca cud uatu 
rcuv fftu zm\x 

tfCU tULU 

stdm usici twdUN^ 8 
U uecu stdcu luiu 
daiiCw lUlzqn^ wuClQ t 

Uk a^L uqua 
8 diilz lUuqn^ ukruuq 

l UUtl UClQ ClOILN^ 

lu^cu nuucu sd^d^cu 
uuu s tic^Cu cu^au f 

^q 8 

( , ) 9 ^a, t&Ua ctcc iCd 

QQC^vLi ^CQU«^ 

9 iiua 5 ciC|i; aGCL.Cn 
CQ-CClO CQGL QlQ 

nuI wcuu ca.ajaLa x 
UtftL. a^tu nuq 
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TOSQD pD'Sl Ynrw After him Benjamin from Maa- 


D-'ppnD TIT TDD“^D 

1 anon o^ino i^niDi 

man oya 2 a3«n 15 

T'Snaa nbai oyi 

pitnf? nm^pa 
if? ■'iiph o4na 

DTiDs-pa nam" noS 16 

3 D^ais njaac? yb®f> 

p® 4 aaya *n 17 
jD'H Tia 1 ]TI 

5 lirrr^y a ®' 1 n®N 
pa®- 1 crims-Wi 
Wd® - ' rpo Dy pf?u 18 

^aonr m®-^y ^nsai 


fl aon i ?a diSd ana 19 
bnao ■'D-Sy pjy-rva 
f?Norm oqp was 

ti®# cya 7 ^Nyoc 20 
vtin mn dti®n 22 

omiB 8 j»ia Sroi 21 

9 o-i» -naa vik 28 

l iso. 2 ?ra [wa] 

4 *?KDrn’ 5 d’jd; 

7 Q'bttBrrv Q'Wor 9 o' 5 aon*. 

9 Skditv. 


cath; 

Out of Machir came down 
marshals, 

And out of Zebulun wielders 
of the mace ; 

And Ishcar was in Daberath’s 
force, 

And the warriors of Caslah 
among his great ones. 

(But) in Pelesheth of Reuben 

The great ones searched out 
the heart. 

Why didst thou tarry among the 
Zephathites, 

To hear the hissing of the 
Arabians ? 

Gad dwelt in Arabia, 

And Dan sojourned with Ethan. 

Asher tarried by Rehob, 

And dwelt by those of Zarephath. 

Zebulun was a people that defied 
Ishmael, 

And Naphtali, in the highland of 
Jerahmeel. 

The kings came—they fought, 

At Beth-anak by Migdol’s waters, 

The host of Cusham and Jerah¬ 
meel, 

Ishmael and the folk of Asshur ; 

The Asshurites were panic- 
stricken, they perished, 

In the stream of Cushan were 
their corpses. 

Curse ye Missor of Jerahmeel, 

*ob 9 i. 3 'ui n^ 5 an (repeated). 

6 up »d 5 d D^ttDrrv. 

8 5 t<y 2 ir 5 «nm» pr 9 p 'j cruop 5 m. 
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TOttT 1 “THM YIN Say a curse upon its inhabitants, 
rr-rmS INI vb YD Because they came not to the 

help of Yah, 

rr To the help of Yah in Arabia. 

1 bp ^nin 24 Blessed above women be Jael, 

2 TDn SrTNl Blessed above women in the tent. 

roro nip iSn 25 Milk of the goats she gave, 
i7NDn m'npn ^DDl Sour milk she presented in a bowl. 
mrhmn 'rm^ iTT 26 Her hand—she stretched it forth 

to a club, 

SuDm 1 £a'IO t ? nrPD'1 Her right hand to a staff of 

Jerahmeel 

WKT TWSn She struck Asshur on his head, 

Wpl nnW) nsnoi She shattered and pierced his 

temples. 

8 PO Tvbyi pi 27 At her feet he sank down, 

Tlfi&N ^33 DWO As the wicked, Asshur fell! 

J'&n TW 28 In the city of Holon she now 
enchantments, 

4 ltDlN T$1 TlBN DM Asshur’s mother in the city of 

Cushan; 

5 XBT\ BB1 pm ‘ Why fails his car ? 

rmsrto TO Tin* (Why) linger the steps of his 

chariot-horses* ? 

WS*' rr$ipo "'Din 28 The wise men of her sanctuary 

divine; 

Snottp P\P ‘Surely he shall bring back 

Jerahmeel. 

®?KDnr D3£ nbn 30 Shall not Jerahmeel be strong, 

*»-*» TMP (Yea,) prevail over the host of 
Israel ? 

✓MDJTP I'TlN' 181 Perish all the foes of Jerahmeel! 

7 BDtDil riMSD yDiWI Be his friends as the going forth 

of the sun ! 9 

Part i. v. 2. mnD. Cp. on Dt. xxxii. 42.— 
and 'inn confounded (as eg. in I K. iv. 7).— as TO, from 

1 vpn ian net. 2 W d-d. 3 Voj jna n>5« pa aav 5w. * nvaj. 

5 jmo wa5. 6 5nonv (repeated corruptly). 7 unjia. 
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rnsros. Cp. Isa. xiii. 2, Dma 'TITO ; read D'ans 'd. 'ID'O 
='nTi; mrr= / nT.—4. 7 wmd. Cp. on Dt. xxxiii. 2.—5. 
vpD rn, a gloss on D'nrr (see Moore).—6. "tiuoiD. Correct in 
the light of iii. 31. Here, however, 'to must be the (corrupt) 
name of an oppressor or an oppressive people. The name, 
‘Geshurites* (Dt. iii. 14, Josh. xii. 5) = * Ashhurites/—pss. 
An imperfect p became n. —The name b^ comes from 
btf$Oto\ Here, however, a partly effaced 'oBT has become 
b$\ — Otoy\ is derived from 'ntopto in v . 7.—6, 7. bin not 
clear. Read TO mn7M, according to Moore, has two 
senses in the same couplet, which is strange. Metre suggests 
the omission of the first.—Transpose the ^ ; see text.—7. 
pna. Among the @ renderings are oi /cparoi 5 pt €9 and 
SvvaroL This, at any rate, gives the required sense. Read 
O'gn ; @ A gives the double rendering, crarpairaL Zvvarol for 
S in v. 2.— btflto' is repeated at end of verse. 'TiDptD '72? 
and DM *>nDpm have been produced by the redactor on the 
basis of a marginal note, D^MDrTP DDtD 7 ^ 2 ? ( = 'nr Ditto 7 ^ 2 ?), 
which enables us to complete the line (see v . 6) beginning 
Vtp Out of his head he made it into an address to 

Deborah, the ‘ mother in Israel.* This was how he made a 
bridge between mn and W ittri (v. 7b ).—8. MT. presents a 
fine field for exegetical ingenuity. D'TtVm, as often, comes 
from ; for n^tom (Marq. and Herz wrongly, D^ttrin), 

cp. on rritnn, Josh. xv. 37, and cp, D^THDl in v. 6. 7ni 
is a case of transposition.—The * barley-bread * of MT. 
is as imaginary as the barley-cake of vii. 13* D^Ttp f° r 
D'HSti (Houtsma) is off the track. * King and princes * = all 
the rulers and magistrates of Israel (Hos. viii. 10, xiii. 10, 
etc.), who were paralysed by fear.—pD from 'onoo ; note 
the context.—ntrr DM and nD7 ( = 'nr) represent common 
types of corruption. For '7 cp. on I K. xviii. 28.—DOTM, 
as often (see E . Bib ‘Moses/ § 11), from D^ms; initial 1 
should be \ The reference in the corrupt text to the want 
of weapons reminds us of the equally corrupt passage, 1 S. 
xiii. 19-22 (see note).—Then follow a number of ethnics— 
a learned scribe's explanation of * Arabians/ See glosses, 
and note that both 'lb and 'ppnb are fragmentary repre¬ 
sentatives of f?MDm\—10. 7 ’intDM Tn-^ 2 ? WTl (1 = namely) 
is the right reading of a misplaced marginal gloss relative 
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to miTO rhrt (v. 6). ‘ I see no way to do anything with 

'NT©,’ remarks Moore. Lagrange, ‘ verdure ’ (?). The 
remedy is plain ; cp. Jer. ii. 18.—11. The improbable 'DIT 
almost certainly comes from 1331 ; the preceding d» (as in 
Isa. lii. 11) represents (in the list of ethnics).— 131 HD, 

corrupt, according to Moore. Budde, ‘his peasantry (?)’; 
Lagrange, ‘ his leadership (?).’ Read 13121 . 

Part ii. v. 12. ms, T» in. ‘By a poetical artifice 
the author invites Deborah to arise out of Israel, to manifest 
herself as the preacher of the revolt ’ (Segond). But if there 
were a Deborah at all, who else should the author be? 
What the context requires is a summons to some personified 
clan or tribe to take the field against the oppressors. MT. 
has the great merit of allowing us to see the true text 
through it Read 'in in. Tffl for ntDN as n®, Gen. 
xvi. 7, Ps. xviii. 30, etc.; ‘ Asshur ’ here means the Asshurite 
oppressors of the Israelites in N. Arabia. For l. 2 Moore 
{SBOT) gives ds iron ''Van, but this will not account for 
the -pffi of MT.; while Lagrange attaches -p»l to /. 1, which 
gives a bad sense, and is arbitrary. These scholars, it is 
true, follow their method ; see the oldest recension of <g>. 
But fiupidSa ? pera \aov, i.e. DJQ man, most probably comes 
from D'a'iS Q»a, which was originally a gloss on H©n 3.— 
Moore and Lagrange also feel bound to follow the readings, 
eviaxva-ov = pin (Moore) or iv loyyi = ITSl (Lagr.). This 
word, however, is pure amplification. Both lines in the true 
text are trimeters ; 7>n» comes from UQ 31 ; DWOn represents 
Ds 'SIN, where 'aw, as elsewhere, = ■'ja, and Di = D» = 

V. 13 should be collated with v. 11b. If the form were 
in use we might read (in a ) ; in this case we should 

keep D'H'DIX It is assumed above that *i(l)ai represents 
ns. So in v. 236. In both passages / aaa is rather a pale 
expression.—In v. 14 and -pooia both represent the 

same word, probably tosdd. For p^DSl 0 , Theodotus have 
pDSl, which Moore, Budde, and Lagrange adopt. This is a 
step towards the truth, for pos often represents nDSD. For 
the troublesome d->dq)d read Q-'pnno. ~\qd is metrically 
superfluous ; it is probably a gloss.—In v. 15 -nan is a frag¬ 
ment of 13 Cl (so read). Delete the following 13 BP, and read 
nia-i-Dsa. p represents 13, the last syllable of 13c. It 
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seems to have displaced wn. Read, probably, 
pna, ‘ Iscar means Barak.’ For rtbm pOJO read nf?DD DM, or 
the like; cp. * Casluhim,’ Gen. x. 14; also Chesil and 
Chesalon. vb'rJQ is a simple change.—For read 

Note <g L, s readings for Pelet (1 Chr. ii. 47) and 
Peleth (Num. xvi. 1), viz. <f>d\ey and (paXeic, and cp. H. W. 
Hogg, E. Bib., ‘ Reuben,’ § 12, with note 5. ‘ Peleth ’ was 

a Reubenite; ultimately this name and ‘ Pelesheth ’ have 
the same origin, viz. ‘Zarephath’; cp. E. Bib., ‘ Pelethites.’ 
—Read npn (<g B ), clearer.—In v. 16 DTiSBraOl) is evidently 
wrong; also in Gen. xlix. 14, and (without o) Ps. lxviii. 14. 
Moore makes the word = rnnBDN, ‘dung-heaps,’ ‘ash- 
mounds.’ Rather read DTiB® = D-'nDX, ‘ Zephathites ’ (i.e. 

‘ Zarephathites’), and in next line, ? npl® (cp. Jer. 
xix. 8, etc.). ‘ Arabians,’ ‘ Zarephath ’ are parallel in ii. 1 f. 
of the poem.—In v. 17 Houb., Budde, etc., read t; for 
fi/pa; a tribal name is wanted. Cp. Pesh.; and 2 S. 
xxiii. 36 (® B ), 2 K. x. 33 (@ A ).—For p-rn T 3 JQ read, as 
usual (see on i. 1), ^NDITP. mtfjl. Metre, however, suggests 
that 'nr is a gloss. Of this, the superfluous noS in next 
line may be a corruption (n from n). For nV 3 N, which 
Ruben rightly questions, and for which Budde once read 
vrrtO, we should read JJTN, t.e. the Ethanites of N. Arabia 
(see I K. iv. 31).—For spnb read shirr 1 ?? ; uvr = D'aift a 
gloss. Cp. on Gen. xlix. 13. ‘ Rehob ’ = Rehoboth (as 

Josh. xix. 28).— TODD, air. Xey., imperfectly explained as 
‘his ports’ (Schultens, Op. min. 163) or ‘his landing-places’ 
( BDB ). ‘ II est difficile de habiter contre ses propres ports’ 

(Lagr.). The word has some resemblance to another obscure 
word, DTiDDD, and almost certainly has the same origin, viz. 
D'nms.—18. moS IffiDD tpn. ‘The original meaning (of 
rpn), “ to despise,” passes over into that of “ giving up ” ’ 
(Bertheau). But where does rpn mean ‘ to despise ’ ? Isa. 
liii. 12 is quoted, but mo 1 ? 1»D3 msn is doubtful. Duhm, 
Marti, and SBOT omit mo 1 ? as a gloss. But is it to be also 
a gloss in Judg. v. 18? Doubtless one of the above three 
words is metrically superfluous. But notice that Sion, or 
some closely similar group of letters, often represents either 
or VlT (see on 1 S. x. 10), and this is most 
probably the case with mo^> both in Judges and in 
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Isaiah. 1 The nearer of the two possible originals is ^nj>D®\ 
This implies, in the case of Judg. v. 18, that ^nsd ®" 1 (the 
original reading) was intended either as a gloss on, an 
equivalent term to, 'dVT, or as a correction of a miswritten 
/ ow\ The latter is the more probable view; in fact, it is 
not uncommon (e.g. v. 21) to find •'tusa (amoa) written in¬ 
stead of jDffi"' = t 3NSD®\ Read, therefore, 'dot rp_n. Insults 
(cp. 1 S. xvii. 43 f\ cp. v. 10) were a common mode of 
defying an enemy.—In l. 2 transpose; 'ono represents 
^NDJTP (cp. on Josh. xi. 5, ‘ Merom ’). 

Part iii. v. 19. The gloss is plain ; aorta TN = ataoiTP 
(1 = -1, a = d). pairrps accords with pas 'an in v. 6. For the 
wide extension of the Anakites, see Josh. xi. 21.—nan. As 
in Josh. xvii. 11, etc., from *?mo.—f)DD from D® 3 , as Isa. 
xlviii. 10.—anpf? vh. The final in ^ndjtp often gets 
separated, and is prefixed as tb. rtpS (like pm, sometimes) 
from noa = ^Nom\—20. A fine but not clear passage. 
p[»] and D'D© both represent fpMVD®’ 1 ; aorta (twice), D’Oaaa 
come from ^NonT 1 ; djt6dd[d] = Wo®\ For jod'd dv 
read aa®N D2.— Vv. 21 and 22 are best transposed. Both 
have been overgrown by faulty readings, out of which the 
redactor has done his best to extract a passable sense. In 
v. 22 aobn in (cp. aorta an, v. 19) represents otaem -1 ; so, 
too, "Ops (like Ipjp now and then); Ruben has already 
divined that 'Ips conceals the name of a country. DaD, as 
so often, = either ®aa or aa®n (aanon); cp. moti. naarrro 
naarrr is left by Moore; also aoSn (ao^n). He remarks, 
however, that ‘ the text has been differently understood, and 
has varied considerably.’ Ruben keeps v. 22a, and in b 
reads 'in naimo ('a = Katfavadu, a land whose prince 
was an ally of the ‘ Hittite ’ king Sisera). ra? vfipet<s eWra- 
<reo)? avr&v, where eiccnacr. avr&v represents Qnaan (cp. <3, 

1 S. xiv. 15). InJQR, July 1898, p. 566, I suggested, on 
this ground, aoTia, retaining the VTON of MT. and <®. But the 
initial a is a difficulty. We must, therefore, question both 
'"T '"TO and The reading underlying WIN can only be 
YT}n. Now the original text comes out. Attach d in 'td 

1 Read, probably, Snjidp- ’iB-m -irx nnn. Both wbj and nusV ( = ^cn, see 
on 1 S. x. 11) represent ’or. The next verse-number in MT. needs no 
emendation. Correct p. 46 accordingly. 
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to DID, i-e. YiDN, and read VT 2 N ^iTjTi Dm$N.— V. 21 is full 
of difficulty ; pffl’p alone seems clear, but even this has 
to be improved, 'p is doubtless an early popular corruption 
of DD“U, ‘ scraped them out,’ cannot be right (Does 

^/rpi really exist?) DD(/£?•£,/.f.) fits in with Ruben’s 
Assyriological explanation of tv ''QJD 3 . But this seems to 
me now too bold. It is one of the many Assyriological 
explanations which Delitzsch and others have suggested, but 
which a further study shows to be precarious. We do 
expect, however (Ruben is right here), a reference to the 
dead bodies of the foes ; read, therefore, DmiD ]ura Sto2- 

_pajip '3 qibvtP '3. The explanations of '~ip are forced 

(see E. Bib., col. 2683, note 2). Nor would it be wise to 
correct into D'Dp'i (Dpi = bwonr), for the older <3 version 
(with Theod.) gives KaSrjtTsi/j.. Ruben would therefore read 
QiQj-fp, ‘the Kadeshites’ (the people of the northern [so 
Ruben] or of the southern Kadesh). This might be a 
second name of the nahal in question. It is, however, not 
probable that such a name (unattested elsewhere) was known 
to the glossator; at the end of v. 21 W and 'dot are given 
as glosses. The most probable view is that C'ttnp comes 
from D’DIp, i.e. D’ttTD.—tv ’ffisa represents two corruptions of 
'dOT' ; for'3 see on v. 18; for tv, cp. burn and JV 2 . "OTm 
(cp. Tnn, Zech. ix. i) = f?NDm\ V 1 and 'nr 1 are glosses 
on pnrp or D^tonp. The method is surely wrong which 
produces d^v ->pj3 TTT BHp 7 3 , ‘ le torrent de Kades a foute 
les cadavres des forts’ (Lagrange).—23. trio is neither 
from Merom nor from Meron, but from lisp; cp. 
fiagap, at least for the transposition of letters. The 
Mi?rites had once been Israel’s friends; yet ‘they came 
not,’ etc. See E. Bib., ‘ Meroz.’—For D’n'irua read D^mvi 
(see on v. i$b). — In mm ion, ion comes from 

(the southern Aram); '•> 'o represents nr> ^nd, i.e. 
^cnT. We might, indeed, truthfully say that both 'a 
and possibly represent ; there are parallels enough 

to prove this. But it is simpler to suppose that the two 
halves of VlT were transposed, and that was misread 

V&D = 1N^D. On the MT. Moore remarks, ‘ It must be con¬ 
ceded that the phrase here has some difficulty.’ Grimme 
and Lagrange delete on this account. But why should 
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a special divine command be introduced ? * They came not 

to the help of Yahw&’; curse them, therefore. Is not this 
the ancient feeling?—In v. 24, a prosaic gloss.—25. Roth- 
stein makes a very good suggestion (ZDMG lvi. 200) ; 0^0 
cannot originally have belonged to this line; it must 
be a later addition ; suggested probably by iv. 19. But the 
rest of the text has still to be adequately criticised. The 
key of the situation lies in Being corrupt in v. 13, 

this word may very likely be so here. Indeed, what sense 
here has Sn ^DD ? It was not the bowl but the milk that 
was important. ‘ A bowl fit for giants 1 (Moore) ? But we 
do not hear that Sisera was a giant, and the ordinary Arab’s 
bowl is ‘mighty’ (Doughty, Arabia Deserta , i. 398). ‘A 
bowl fit for illustrious guests’ (Budde)? But did nomad 
women keep artistic bowls ? In this context surely the 
milk, not the bowl, requires emphasis. should be 

and this should stand in /. 1, Vr (cp. Prov. 
xxvii. 27).—26. The text is questioned in E. Bib ., ‘ Jael,’ 
but not adequately corrected. Passing over, for brevity’s sake, 
both ancient and modern explanations (except the latest— 
D^pa 'iphn'Z —Rothstein), I venture to say that for moW? 
D'Sdd we should almost certainly read A 

club-stick loaded with iron (cp. Doughty, Ar. Des . i. 397) is 
meant ; 'nr DID, because N. Arabia had abundance of iron 
ore (cp. on Jer. xv. 12). It now becomes plausible to correct 
the impossible into nmn, which, though in Assyrian it 
means ‘javelin’ (see on Ps. lv. 22), may in Hebrew have 
also meant ‘ club-stick.’— nprTD, miswritten for rnrro (out of 
place); so Marquart.—For the inappropriate read 

rrn^D (Gratz).—27. Omit dittographed words.—For iimo 
DID inD (omitted, too hastily, by Budde) read O’WtDnD ; cp. 
2 S. iii. 33. The word was miswritten, with letters ditto- 
graphed ; then came the redactor.—For TntD read TitDN, 
which should also be restored for hid^d. 

In Part iv. there is much of interest to notice, 

‘and wailed’ (v. 28), first excites our suspicion. If HDplDD 
is right, 'm should be a synonym. The KarefidvBavev 
of <g AL suggested to Klostermann ptanrfi (Marq., Bu., 
Lagr.). Plausible, but the trimeter is complete without 
either word, is, no doubt, a corruption, but not 
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necessarily of a verb. It may represent either a gloss 
or a variant to any of the words in v . 28 a (assuming 
the text to be correct). Next ( b\ rrrmtD mean looks 
doubtful. * The wisest of her princesses *; who are these 
princesses ? Consorts of neighbouring chieftains ? and why 
are they credited with wisdom ? There were ‘ wise women/ 
no doubt (the poet speaks from his own observation— 
—cp. 2 S. xiv. 2, xx. 16), but their ‘wisdom’ had no con¬ 
nection with their position as wives. Nothing of importance 
is gained by pointing npsn (Marti, Budde, Lagr.), ‘the 
sagest of her court ladies answers her. 1 And what an 
unwise ‘ answer * v . 30 presents ! In fact, vv. 29, 30 are, 
from first to last, impossible. Nor is this all. Negatively, 
as well as positively, the text is open to strong objection,— 
(1) there is no geography, and (2) there is no religion, at 
least till we come to v. 31 a> of which, as Winter (ZATW 
ix. 224), approved by Budde, says, ‘ this colourless, moral¬ 
ising reflexion spoils the effect of this fine specimen of the 
poetic art.’ The geography and religion must, of course, be 
looked for at the opening of the part (v. 28). Evidently 
in should come from m Now, as to 'fbnT r and mrown. 
The key to pf?n is in Josh. xv. 5 1 (see note), where a place 
so called is grouped with ‘Goshen* and ‘Giloh* (both Negeb 
names), and in Gen. x. 23 where Sin is a son of DIN 
( = ^hoitt), and the key to IDt&N is in Gen. xiv. 1, where miw 
is the name of the king of nm** (*>. ; cp. m«), and, 

according to analogy (Abishai, Abishalon), should represent 
'obt ms ; cp. also on Dt. i. 4 (jan = jan^). Read, therefore, 
fbn Tsn (= Vtt tsi) and ja?n« tsi (= 'oar ms tsi). In 
iv. 2 the city of ‘ Sisera * is called nann, i.e. mnQ), the 
feminine form of nnt&N. But, as we may see from 2 S. 
xxiii. 13, ‘ Ashhur* and ‘ Jerahmeel’ are practically synony¬ 
mous. Now, as to the religion. The N. Arabian peoples 
were pre-eminently addicted to soothsaying; cp. e.g, on Dt. 
xviii. 9 /, 2 K. i. 2, Isa. ii. 6. What more probable than 
that the queen-mother should seek an oracle as to the cause 
of the delay in Sisera’s return? For HSplSD {v. 28) read 
npp?, and for iTDsm read irns'i (cp. Isa. ii. 6 and lvii. 3). 
But where are the ‘ diviners * ? Read, probably, rrijhTpp ■'DDn. 
It was the sanctuaries which were the centres of N. Arabian 
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* wisdom,’ and v. 29 b —so fascinating in MT. in its suggestive 
obscurity—should be ^NDirr y'ttr Nin IN. The type of cor¬ 
ruption in rb rriDN is common. It still remains to correct 
ai'm. The most suitable correction is rwoi (l and and 
3 confounded). ‘ Sisera’s ’ mother ranked next after the 
king (cp. 1 K. xv. 13, 2 K. x. 13).—and the second 
Jno are metrically superfluous.—In v. 30 bhm is a cor¬ 
ruption of Woor (WiBT would here be unsuitable); this is 
the first and most obvious correction (cp. on Isa. viii. 1). It 
then follows that 3 pf?rp is wrong; read ^nom 1 ; 'oBr was 
inserted as a gloss, 'inso 1 will then become dhv. The 

*T S T 

‘wise men of her sanctuary’ (plur. of extension) return 
answer that there is no ground for uneasiness. The king 
will bring back his victorious forces. The || to OSS’* is v n > 
Sot which underlies bhv> nm 

The difficulty of SSiD ’HN’lsS is well-known (see Moore and 
Budde). Both words, 'is(^) and bh®, are specially liable to 
emerge as the result of corruption (for 'is, see on Judg. 
viii. 21, 26, and Ps. lxxv. 6). The remainder of v. 30 
has grown out of repeated attempts of the scribe to write 
^NDITP fjNSDBP correctly. These words were originally a 
marginal note equating ‘ Jerahmeel ’ with ‘ Ishmael.’ The 
corruptions are (see above), D’jos and sis (cp. on Gen. 
xiv. 2, xxxvi. 2, 2 S. ix. 2); these represent 'oBP ; and riDpn 
and DTiDpi, representing The two latter words 

Gratz ( Gesch . i. 118) and C. Taylor ( Journ. of Philology, 
1873, P- 61) take to be for DTnon non, ‘heaps upon 
heaps’ (?), Judg. xv. 16. The comparison, at any rate, is, 
in point, for non (cp. on Judg. l.c., Gen. xxxiii. 19, xlix. 14) 
is a very possible corruption of f?NDm\— V. 31a is not a 
redactor’s insertion in the style of the psalms (see above), 
but a part of the oracle, p may be a corruption of *?3 
(written too soon), mrr comes from ^Nonv 

(on mrr for 'm\ see on Gen. ii. 4).—Omit im333 (metri¬ 
cally superfluous).—After the Song comes a redactional 
notice, [Wour] p«rr ttpBHYi. I cannot help thinking 
this correction a great help to the effect of the narrative; 
those who have ever read chap. v. aloud will agree with me. 
The corruptions of MT. are paralleled in iii. 11, Am. ii. 10, 
v. 25, etc. (see notes). 
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CHAPS. vi.-viii. The narrative is highly complicated, 
and traces of composite origin abound. Nowhere has 
criticism been more carefully and acutely applied than here 
( E . Bib., col. 1719). And yet the imperfection of that 
textual criticism, which necessarily precedes a sound docu¬ 
mentary analysis, vitiates to a considerable extent the results 
thus far attained. A fresh combination of textual, literary, 
and historical criticism was attempted by the writer in 1900, 
the results of which are given in E. Bib., f Gideon/ In that 
article the writer certainly did not minimise his debt to the 
criticism summed up by Prof. Moore (Judges, 1895), but the 
pressing necessity for a keener textual criticism than that 
applied by Moore forbad him to let the student suppose 
that Moore’s view of the legend of Gideon adequately repre¬ 
sented the actual state of investigation. The results of the 
article could not, it was admitted, be more than provisional; 
the early fusion of the different traditions having been fairly 
thorough. But it was held to be ‘ scarcely open to doubt 
that Gideon (Gaddiel ?) and Jerubbaal (Uribaal?) are two 
different heroes (the one belonging to W. Manasseh, the 
other either to Gad or to E. Manasseh), whose respective 
legends have been combined and expanded by successive 
narrators and editors * ( E . Bib., Lei). That Gideon and 
Jerubbaal were different heroes was adopted from C. Niebuhr 
and Winckler. Not only this, but the main outlines of two 
distinct legends appeared to follow from the ‘higher criti¬ 
cism * of the text, as revised with some attempt at complete¬ 
ness. Winckler (see KA first half [1902], p. 216; cp. 
GI ii. [1900], pp. 135 ffi) appears to be still contented with 
his earlier results, in spite of the fact that he has laid the 
foundation for a new view of Israelitish history, according to 
which the N. Arabian borderland was very largely mixed up 
with the affairs of the Israelites. It is this new view which 
has obliged me to revise the results of the article ‘ Gideon/ 
Those results are indeed a step in advance, and the latest 
editor of Judges (the learned and acute P£re M. J. Lagrange) 
has not, I think, justified either the extreme caution of his 
own views, or his silence as to the article in the E. Bib. 
But in investigations like the present, no one can be tied 
down to his own printed words. The scene of the original 
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narrative, as well as (of course) the various traditions fused 
together in it, is in N. Arabia. This could only be laid down 
after considerable research into other parts of the Hebrew 
texts. Now, however, it can be affirmed to be something 
which, though doubtless susceptible of fuller proof, is, never¬ 
theless, so far proved that arguments of a quite novel char¬ 
acter and of quite extraordinary weight would be required 
to subvert it. It does not, therefore, seem impossible that 
one and the same legendary hero may be intended through¬ 
out chaps. vi.-viii., and that, just as the leading king of 
Kenaz in chap. iv. is called both Jabin or Jamin (/.<?. Jerah- 
meel) and Sisera (i.e. Ashhur), so the heroic deliverer of 
chaps. vi.-viii. may have been called traditionally both 
Gideon ( i.e . Gileadon) and Jerubbaal (i.e. Jerahmeel). Nor 
is the difference in the ethnic names of Israel’s enemies of 
much importance. Amalekites and b’ne Kedem or Rekem 
(vi. 3, 33, vii. 12 ; so Pesh.) are both names of the Jerah- 
meelites. ‘ Ishmael,’ which underlies in vi. 1, is a 

common synonym for ‘ Jerahmeel.’ ‘ Midianites,’ as Winckler 
has made probable (KAT®\ p. 143), is the name of the 
people of the N. Arabian region, called by the Assyrians 
Musri ( = Heb. Missor). Attention may perhaps be called 
in advance to the explanation here given of the genesis of 
the so-called ‘ late embellishments ’ of the Gideon-legend in vii. 
2-8 a, and to that of the dream of the Midianite in vii. 13 f 
Chap. vi. 3. See on v. 33.—10. Read ’cnt*.— 11. 
mrp and DVT^Nrr (y. 20) both appear to represent 
mrr Woti'P; see on ii. I, vi. 24, Gen. xxi. 17. —‘Ophrah.’ 
See on 1 S. xiii. 17 f. —‘ Abiezer ’; also a Negeb name, 
as, indeed, is suggested by the neighbouring names in the 
lists, Num. xxvi. 30, Josh. xvii. 2, 1 Chr. vii. 18 (note 
e.g. Helek, Hammolecheth, Milcah, Ishhod [Ashhur]). In 
1 Chr. iv. 4 Ezer is a son of Hur (Ashhur), etc. ‘ Abi,’ as 
usual, = Arab. Gideon then is a N. Arabian Israelite.— 
* Gideon,’ pjrra. Certainly not ‘ the Hewer.’ Possibly con¬ 
nected with bum (Phoen. ^NTl), but much more probably 
from fTOJ&l, ‘ belonging to Gilead ’ (see on Num. i. 11). 1 All 

1 The southern Gilead is intended. It need hardly be said that 
half Gilead belonged to Manasseh, and that Gideon was a Manassite 
(?■ IS)- 
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these hero-names have a distinct local significance. Cp. the 
name of Gideon's son, Abimelek = Arab-jerahmeel, and note 
that in 2 S. xvii. 22 (rightly read) ‘the land of Gilead' is a 
gloss on ‘ Arab-ishmael' ( = 4 Arab-jerahmeel'). 

vi. 14. For m TnDl read perhaps YpMHl (cp. Gen. 
xiv. 14).—24. Yahwe-sJialom , i.e. ‘Yahwfe is well-disposed'? 
(so Moore, cp. v . 23). Most probably the original name was 
‘ Yahwfc-Ishmaei,' equivalent to ‘ Yahwfe-Jerahmeel,' an early 
name of the God of Israel (cp. on Gen. ii. 4 b). It should 
be remembered that mm (yv. 11 ff.) is equivalent to 

mm fpKDriT, t.e. the God known as Jerahmeel-Yahwfe (see on 
ii. 1). Gideon has seen this God ‘face to face,'and been 
afraid for his life. The God has reassured him, and the 
altar called ‘ Yahwe-Ishmael' commemorates the theophany. 
—On <{§'s eip'qvr) K vptov, see Moore ( SBOT\ Heb., p. 40). 

vi. 25, 26, 28. The text has been altered by the 
redactor, who had before him a text partly corrupt and 
partly expanded by glosses, 'w nD~riN np cannot be right; 
v. 27 suggests that the original reading was -p-nsg np, 

or the like. This became illegible, and the redactor inserted 
from the margin a gloss which has become corrupt, and 
needed to be manipulated in order that any sense might be 
got out of it. The true form of the passage probably was 
'dot* 'oar mo* ibn mnt&N mov, ‘ Ophrah of 

Ashhur, which (is reckoned) to Jerahmeel, Ophrah of Ish- 
mael' ; this was a gloss on * Ophrah of the Abi-ezrites' 
v. 24. (The only correction which may seem doubtful is 
for MT.'s and D'OO am See, however, on v. 1, 
and note that (®'s top p.ou^ov top acrevrop , i.e . jOffirT IDH [cp. 
Moore], confirms this. 1 ) After making this insertion the 
redactor harmonised vv . 26 and 28 with the manipulated 
v. 25.—In v . 26 note also the unintelligible man and 
rmSQl. Budde apparently takes mo to refer in some way 
to a neighbouring hill. But he does not explain how this 
can be. @ takes the word to be a proper name (some MSS. 
insert tov opov<;) ; the form it assumes is M aovetc [B] or 
M a&x [A]. The latter suggests fTDSD (cp. Ti$d, i S. xxvii. 2). 
mSD is obviously the original of the impossible im$D; it 
may also be that of mrr morr, the link being (m arose 
1 jctp in MT. often (see e.g. on iii. 28, Isa. x. 27) represents War. 
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through dittography). however, is not clear, for rfcSD 

was hardly the name of a hill. Remembering the YirttDN (?) 
of the gloss in v. 25, we might perhaps read YinmN [nil] b$ 
'on, 4 on Mount Ashhur in Maacah'; cp. Din in = YintDN in, 
i. 35 * Was Ashhur near Ophrah? Was it the scene of a 
battle in which Gideon-Jerubbaal was victorious ? Cp. on 
viii. 13. 

vi. 32. So then the original name ‘Jerahmeer had 
already become ‘Jerubbaal’ (cp. E . Bib., ‘Jerubbaar). 
Another corruption of the name is 1 Jerubbesheth * (ultimately 
from 1 Ishmael *). This, however, is due to an arbitrary scribe 
(see on 2 S. xi. 21).—33. pbo$, an early corruption of 'm n . 
The same ethnic suffered different corruptions in different 
regions and localities, a ip here, as often, = Dpi, i.e. onr ; 
cp. on Jer. xlix. 28, and E. Bib., ‘ Rekem/ and col. 1719, 
note 4. For 'r» pDM read V rOSDl, ‘in Jizreelite Maacath.’ 
Cp. Josh. xvii. 16. 

vi. 35. All the tribal territories were in N. Arabia ; i.e. 
there were a Manasseh, an Asher, etc., in N. Arabia, as 
indeed is suggested by the names of the tribes mentioned, 
except Naphtali, and the phenomena in this and other early 
stories make it not merely possible but probable that the 
Negeb tribal territories arc referred to. 

Chap. vii. 1. The topographical description has suffered 
either corruption or manipulation by an uncomprehending re¬ 
dactor. The scene is most probably in the Negeb. 1 Tnn pv 
(or TU7 TW? cp. @ B , apah) is there; see on 1 S.xxviii. 7, xxix. 1. 
The name nno, too, is there; see on Gen. xii. 6. Even 
pDS, which at first sight (see MT. vi. 33) seems to point 
distinctly to the plain of Jezreel, is most probably, as else¬ 
where (vi. 33, Ps. lx. 8, etc.), a corruption of roso, a name 
which belongs primarily to the Negeb (see on nnno, v . Sb). 
rmon men may possibly represent fworm men, the name 
of a city with a famous sanctuary (see on Jer. iii. 23 f), but 
it is also possible that mm may have sprung either from 
rabj = 'ixbl or from vb^nn; mien, i.e. W>rrr\ would in 
this case be either an appendage to r by or a perfectly 
correct gloss on 'an. For an attempt to deal with the text 

1 It may again be remarked that, for brevity and variety of expres¬ 
sion, t Negeb* is here used widely for the N. Arabian borderland. 
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of v. i as a whole, see E. Bib., cols. 1966 f, cp. I 7 2 4 
(top). 

vii. 2-8 a, a late insertion ; for the evidence, see Budde. 
But neither this critic nor Moore—acute as they both are— 
have discovered the genesis of the tale. The story of the 
‘smelting out’ (Fp2) of the less ardent warriors, and the 
impossible numbers (cp. Lagrange) in v. 3 b, have grown out 
of corrupt glosses. Sp2 (v. 4) and ~I02 (v. 3) have both 
arisen out of 7D12 (Gen. xxxvi. 11) or r® 72 , and the numbers 
in v. 3 b from d'-ii^n and Parallels in abundance 

exist in this very book. A ‘ pure Midrash ’ (Budde) can now 
be observed in the making.— 83 . nnno, from rasa (= pos). 

vii. 3 f On the chief cruces see preceding note. The 
mention of Mt. Gilead is only a difficulty if Gideon lived 
in central Palestine. For one view of the text see E. Btb., 
col. 1967, note 1. @’s iicxcopelra, however, may represent 

mi 1 (cp. Am. vii. 12), which would give a suitable sense. na2'> 
is surely impossible ; '2 should mean ‘ to plait,’ or ‘ to twitter.’ 

vii. 10. ms. Probably from or msw.— il» 

D^tDon, from See on Ex. xiii. 18. 12. Trans- 

pose pcsl and D^D3, and read VlT roson (see on viii. io). 
'lai bira. Read Urnro: na© ~rsm Snorm Cp. on Gen. 
xxii. 17, Josh. xi. 4, 1 S. xiii. 5, 1 K. v. 9.—13. W?2, l£r. 
^'^2 ; ‘ sense and etymology unknown ’ (Lagrange). From 
the context, a round (disk-shaped) cake or loaf (Moore). 
See also Budde, ZDPV, 1895, p. 93. ^>2, however, as well 

as d^> 2, is a current corruption of fjtWD©' 1 (cp. on 7272 , Isa. 
xviii. 1 ; 'bb 2, Jer. vi. 4), and Dr6 of at 

once suggests It was not a rolling cake, trundling 

through the camp,’ of which the Midianite dreamed, but a 
wonderful sword which turned every way, as in Gen. iii. 24. 

may safely be inserted (see v. 14). Read probably 
—/•£•) “lonno [d'idn / nr] Sksd©’ 1 nnm. By Ishmael 
(Jerahmeel, Asshurim) the speaker means the followers of 
Gideon or Jerubbaal. The region from which these men 
came was called indifferently Ishmael, Jerahmeel, and 
Asshur. Of course, this part of'the complex narrative (see 
on chap, vi.) designated the foes of the Israelites, not 
Jerahmeelites, but Midianites.—14. Omit wrrp yvm. nm 
12;-' is to be taken collectively. 
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vii. 22. The explanation of the route of the fugitives 
depends, of course, on our view of the scene of the conflict 
Whatever line we take, the text has to be corrected. If 
Gideon was a hero of central Palestine, the corrections 
proposed in E . Bib ., col. 1720, are plausible. If, however, 
he belonged to N. Arabia, a re-examination of the text 
becomes necessary. rrtot&n rvin^ corresponds equally with 
nnviS and with nD&ris. In fact, matt) (cp. on Joel iv. 18), 
and nDt& certainly, and mis not improbably, represent nma 1 
(cp. on 1 K. xi. 26). bm rr^irro, too, is a Negeb name 
(cp. on 1 K. iv. 12), both parts of which come from ^NDrtV, 
though the connection of SlN (especially) must have been 
early forgotten. Tabbath (cp. Jotbah, Tabbaoth) also points 
to the far south (see E. Bib,, col. 4860).—24. The paral¬ 
lelism of iii. 28, xii. 5, suggests that what is meant is ‘the 
fords of the Jarhon * (the stream, whose name is so often 
miswritten as \TV), i.e, that JVniSD pTH became miswritten, 
by corruption and dittography in such a way, that the 
redactor, who transferred Gideon to central Palestine, could 
make it into 'TTrrwi mi TO 11? D^orrm It is worth 
adding—though no deduction can be drawn from it—that 
may (see 2 S. xii. 26 f) represent a fragment of 
D^NonT, and that mi rri might come from tu> rrl (see 
on 2 S. xvi. 14). The difficult words here may conceal 
something no longer to be recovered which was in accord¬ 
ance with the ancient geography of N. Arabia. 

vii. 25, viii. 5. Winckler’s mythologies explanations 
hardly justify themselves {GI ii. 136 /). mis comes from 
ms ; -ni[l] may come from ito, and Ip^l] from Dp' 1 ( = Dm 1 ), 
a variant to In*. As to the origin of itfr (and possibly of 
the Zabibieh of Tiglath-pileser’s inscription), we can no longer 
have any doubt ; it is a corruption of ^NSDttr* (cp. on TS1, 
1 K. vii. 21 ; ni, Gen. xxii. 21 ; mis, 2 S. viii. 3 ; Nl% 
ix. 2; HITTS, 1 Chr. ii. 18). SDofps, too, certainly comes 

1 Lagrange (Livre des Juges , p. 139) thinks that there were two 
places called n-nu or pro. He criticises' Budde, who connects Beth- 
ha§£itta with MeSetta, SSE. of Jogbeha, where, Lagrange remarks, no 
acacia (rtnv) has ever grown. Lagrange is always interesting on 
Palestine geography, but his candidly expressed 4 incertitudes * would 
not have arisen if he had devoted a more systematic and thorough study 
to textual criticism. Cp. E, Bib,, 4 Zarethan.' 
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from The view which has now become the 

favourite, that includes the divine name tbx, is only- 
plausible if and may be connected. The proper 

name yiwtb* in an inscription from Teima, referred to by 
Noldeke, however explained in later times, may perhaps 
be compounded of two independent forms of the ethnic 
best known to us as Thus we get two parallel pairs 

of names, Oreb and Zeeb = f Arab and Ishmael, and Zebah 
and Zalmunna, both = Ishmael. Tradition loves to dupli¬ 
cate. Note rnirtmm See E . Bib., 4 Oreb/ 4 Zalmunna/ 
Chap. viii. 4. D*'p"p , l ( 55 , Treivwvre^; /cal hub/covres (B), 

oKcyo^v^ovvTs^ k . • 8. (A). Budde (and before him Houb. 
made the same correction) infers from (f§ AL , D'pJFtt V But 
the words just here are not wanted, and Moore ( 5 - 507 ", Heb., 
p. 43) suggests that they may be glosses, derived from v. 5. 
This, however, is too easy a correction ; why should such 
glosses have arisen ? The key is supplied by the [|, 2 S. 
xvi. 4 (see note). Read fwoTTV * to Arab-jerahmeel. 
It is a correction of irnTH. The true text said, 4 And 
Gideon came to 4 Arab-jerahmeel, he and the 300 men that 
were with him/ It now becomes unnecessary to remark, 

4 is really impossible ; read with (55, or suppress it as 
a gloss ; the passage of the Jordan was a matter of course 
(Lagrange ; cp. Moore, Budde).—5. rfop. Read rO^D (see 
on Josh. xiii. 27), or less probably, rose. 

viii. 10 /. should be either Dpi or S’NDTTV’ (see, 

however, E. Bib., col. 1720). Dpi . . • D-nrvnn Sd is re- 
dactional. The rest of the verse has for its substratum cor¬ 
ruptly written ethnics, txbm (difficult to render) comes from 
O^NDTTP (so in viii. io, Gen. vi. 4, etc.), of which iiNO is also 
a fragment. D'HtDi? represents d v i$n ; BFN ; *pti? 

and nn, 'dot and riT respectively (cp. on xx. 2).— 11. MT. 

untranslatable. E. Bib ., col. 1721, 
note I, reads ptotm = pto£T A step in the right direction. 
But we are in the southern Aram. Read DIM TH- 

—fl&l should perhaps be rvom[l]. Cp. on 2 S. viii. 8, 
Ezek. xxx. 9. 

viii. 13. MT. DXtn r6$e£>p non^arr-p. Read -lnmMt? 
^NortT. Both non^D and nSso occur elsewhere as corrup¬ 
tions of 'nr; on Din cp. on i. 35. V. IO tells us that the 
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enemy was in Jerahmeel, and in the true text of vi. 26, 
‘ Ashhur in Maacath ’ appears to be indicated as the scene of 
a victory of Gideon. 

viii. 18 ff. For TQn read probably rvom ; cp. on rmi, 
v. 33, on iv. 7, Josh. xix. 11, and Ps. lxxxix. 13 b. Differ¬ 
ently, Budde, and E. Bib., col. 1720. For inn DiTiDl *flD3 
read D'^NDnv. At any rate, DITID3 (Jer. xli. 17) and tin 
( 1 S. i. 1) are elsewhere corruptions of f?NDITT\ ibon (■>») 
also comes from 'nT (^l). Read, therefore, as the answer 
of the Ishmaelites, ^notT 1 ->31 -wro, with the variant 
D^NDm 1 . D7T has the same origin. Gideon’s rejoinder 
is 'nT TIM, ‘ the Jerahmeelites are my kinsmen.’—in\ The 
other occurrences of the name are significant as to the 
locality of those who bore it. 

viii. 21. The last clause, as Budde remarks, sounds 
very strangely. Why speak of the camels here ? Besides, 
according to v. 26, the crescents (Vim) were worn by the 
Midianites. Surely we should read here nnsHilTiN njjTi 
o^Norrr Tip into. Cp. 2 S. i. 10, the rrm on king’Saul’s 
arm. The words became half effaced, and the redactor filled 
up inadvertently (see v . 26). 

viii. 28. Correct, as in Judg. v. 31, Dmrn pun topmm 
pwoBT].'— 31. le. originally ^nnT ins. — 33. MT. 

rn? ^£3 ] s ° ix. 4, but in ix. 46, El-berith. If there were 
any proof of a direct relation between Shechem and the city 
Berith (Beirftt), we might, thinks Lagrange, 1 explain mi 
as Baal of Berytus, * the Baal ’ being almost always the Baal 
of a place, whereas the name of El is habitually followed by 
a word 4 indicating a memory.* For this statement respect¬ 
ing El he refers to Gen. xxi. 33, where Abraham is said to 
have called at Beer-sheba on the name of El- f olam. He 
thinks himself that the primitive form of the name of the 
god of Shechem was El-berith, that this was changed into 
Baal-berith ( 4 Baal de 1 *Alliance *) to emphasise the idolatrous 
character of his cultus, that El-berith may quite well date 
back to the Israelites, and that it is probably 4 the name 
which in Gen. xxxiii. 20 is suppressed when, after the agree¬ 
ment with Hamor, Jacob mentions by name El . . . God of 


1 Livre des Juges, pp. 164, 185 ; cp. Rel Sim. p. 84. 
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Israel/ The hypothesis is as premature as that of Winckler. 1 
If almost everywhere else * the Baal * is the Baal of a place, 
why should not this be the case here ? And if an examina¬ 
tion of El-olam, El-elohe-Israel, El-roi reveals the fact that 
these titles are made up of El and a N. Arabian ethnic or 
district, why should not El-berith be similarly composed? 
Some light may be thrown upon ml bsn (i) from viii. 18, 
where Y)in probably comes from rnirn, (2) from 2 S. viii. 8, 
where ''mio, as @ BAL suggests, has come from nirno ; and 
(3) from Ezek. xlvii. 16, where in like manner a comprehen¬ 
sive view of the context, coupled with a due regard to 
historical criticism, bids us read, not nrmi (which Ewald 
wrongly connected with the well-known Berytus), but rnirn. 
In our passage, too, the best sense is produced by reading 
Baal- and El-rehoboth. The importance of Rehoboth in the 
Negeb was great (see E. Bib., ‘ Rehoboth *), and we cannot 
doubt that this importance extended to religion. It is not 
improbable that at Rehoboth, and not at Hebron, was the 
reputed tomb of Abraham (a Jerahmeelite hero); also that 
‘Rehoboth* in ‘ Baal-rehoboth* (underlying Baal-berith) is 
used as an equivalent to 1 Ishmael 1 in the phrase ‘ Baal- 
ishmael* (underlying Baal-zebub, see on 2 K. i. 2). Now 
we can understand how the Israelites can be said to have 
made Baal-berith their god. ‘ Baal-of-the-alliance * cannot 
with any probability be asserted to have been worshipped by 
the Israelites. But the Jerahmeelite Baal, here called ‘ Baal 
of Rehoboth,* certainly was worshipped by them, as the 
prophets frequently tell us (see e.g. on Zeph. i. 5). 

Chap. ix. 5 ff. nn« pH- 1 ?* (also v. 18). Both and 
nn« are suspicious ; it is useless to labour to explain the 
phrase. For pn, see on 2 S. xiv. 26 ; for nriN, on lxvi. 17. 
Read probably ^nottp 11 (a variant to 'it 11) ; cp. 
from 'm\ bjf comes from bn (in Vtt ).—who rnl. Does 
this mean the acropolis of Cusham (MT, Shechem)? Cp. 
on 2 S. v. 9, I K. ix. 1 5. Or a place called Beth-jerahmeel, 
near Cusham ? See on Dt. xii. 5. The latter view is to be 
preferred. See on v. 46.— DTU, in the Negeb (of course). 
Cp. TO, 2 S. v. 25, 1 K. ix. 15 (see notes), also Til, 1 S. 

1 See E. Bib., col. 2582, note 3 ; Winckler, G 1 ii. 69/, KAT % 218. 
nnn, the confederacy of the earlier N. Israelitish tribes. 
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xxvii. 8 (other, connections in note). See further on Dt. 
xi. 29 (situation). 

ix. 12/ See on Ps. civ. 15 a. —15. For the southern 
Lebanon, see on 1 K. v. 20, and for the possibility of a name 
* Gebalon ’ see E. Bib. y ‘ Solomon/ § 3. The meaning of tin 
is not 1 cedar ’ only. 

ix. 21. rn T N^. Read perhaps ‘ to Arab[-jerahmeel]/ 
t.e* to a town so called. Cp. on 2 S. xvi. 5, and note the 
true origin of the name Abimelech (on viii. 31). 

ix. 26-41. Cp. E\ Bib.y ‘Gaal/ which, however, needs 
correction. Not only can Wellhausen’s explanation of the 
name (‘dung-beetle/ as if f?sa) be questioned ; numerous 
parallels enable us to find the true form, which is isSa ; this, 
indeed, is already given in <® BA , which has 7 aXaaS. Lagrange, 
rightly, from his point of view, is surprised at yakaahy but it 
is quite right, nnv, too (Hollenberg, Moore, Budde, T3$), is 
not a shortened theophorous name; as in d'twtds, it is a 
corruption of yv> (cp. on 2 S. vi. 10). Thus ‘Gaal’ was by 
origin a southern Gileadite and an Arabian. For the im¬ 
probable DD&n Y"Qsn (see Moore) read DBm QW, 1 Arabians 
in Cusham ’ (gloss). Another series of corrections affects 
v. 2 8. Moore seems to be correct in his general view of the 
passage, but his reading of the text can, it is hoped, be 
improved. First, in Gaars first question we cannot do with¬ 
out a synonymous expression, and the text supplies us with 
the means of providing it.—.^jarp nbn is a gloss, bidding 
us read 7 t J 1 instead of DDD ; @ goes one step towards this 
with its wo? <rvx€fM (which Oort, Kuenen, etc., adopt). Next, 
as a consequence of this, and supported by one attested 
reading of © (see Moore, SBOT } Heb., p. 22)— /cciTeSovXct)- 
aaro tov? ai/Spa? efifioyp, we must, for ni$, read T'lyn; 

DDB? is of course a gloss to be explained just as the same 
words are to be explained in Gen. xxxiii. 19, xxxiv. 6, or 
in the underlying original story (see notes). The sense 
produced is 4 Who is Abimelech, and who is the son of 
Jerubbaal, that we should serve him? Zebul, his officer, 
has made slaves of the men of Hamor, and why should 
we be slaves—we?* (For the ‘vineyards/ v. 27, cp. xv. 5, 
xxi. 20, and see on Jer. xiii. 12, Ps. civ. 15*2.) 

ix. 31, 41. Both HD^in and rrovm represent popular 
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distortions of f?Nom\ With the latter cp. nDYl, 2 K. 
xxiii. 36. See E. Bid., ‘ Ramah/ ‘ Tormah.’ 

ix. 37. TOB is clearly wrong. We can hardly (with 
Winckler) imagine a reference to the mountain of the 
gods—too grand a solution to be offered until the basis of 
fact is more secure. Twice (see on viii. 18) ■ran seems to 
represent rvorn. May not this be the case here ? * Reho- 

both * meets us again probably in the divine title ‘ Baal-of- 
Rehoboth’ (Baal-berith). in dsd may perhaps be a 
corrupt fragment of orao; pw[n] too may, here as else¬ 
where, represent ikp. Thus we get the phrase mnmp 
D'HSD, ‘from the Misrite Rehoboth.’ —Dprhsp, probably a 
distortion, partly accidental, partly deliberate, of D^NDrrP ; 

3 constantly replaces the final h in corrupt forms of ‘ Jerah¬ 
meel/ ‘ Ishmael.’ See E. Bib ., ‘ Meonenim/ and cp. ‘ Maon/ 
2, ‘ Moreh.’ 

ix. 46, 47, 49. DDttrVntD See E. Bib., 

‘ Shechem, Tower of/ which needs supplementing. We 
have to ask whether Migdal-shechem is to be identified 
with ‘ Beth-millo ’ (v. 6), or not. This is affirmed by Stade 
and Budde, but denied by Moore and Lagrange. From 
our present point of view this answer may be given. Most 
probably ‘ Millo * and ‘ Migdal 1 have the same origin, viz. 
btfonT (for frao, cp. idi and pno, 1 S. xiv. 2, note). 

4 Beth-millo’ (see on v. 6) represents ‘ Beth-jerahmeel.’ 
Being near ‘ Cusham * (‘ Shechem *)/ this place was also 
called ‘ Jerahmeel-cusham.* One of the sources, which are 
combined in this narrative, used the name ‘ Beth-jerahmeel ’ 
(Beth-millo), the other ‘Jerahmeel-cusham’ (Migdal-shechem). 
In this venerated place was a sanctuary of ‘Jerahmeel- 
rehoboth’ (El or Baal Berith), the Jerahmeel whose central 
sanctuary was at Rehoboth, the Hebron of the Abraham 
group of stories. See on viii. 33, and on the god Jerahmeel 
cp. on Ex. iii. 14. 

ix. 48. pD*?2, i.e. (cp. on Am. v. 26); ® 

(epfjLGw, aeppcov) presupposes penn, ue. pf?NDm\ The two 
names are synonymous. Some mountain of a Jerahmeelite 
range is meant Cp. on Ezek. xxviii., xxxviii., and E. Bib 

1 ‘Near Cusham/ because of the whole context in chap, ix., and 
because of xxi. 19. 
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‘Zalmon/ i. The divine name (see Baethgen, Beitr. 
Sof; Zimmern, KA 475 /) at any rate in. Aramaic 
and Hebrew, should come from 

Chap. x. i. The position of textual questions as it 
was until lately is well set forth (after Moore) by Lagrange. 
No attempt is made to go behind either of the two texts 
(MT. and the versions, and Moore’s @ l p). The same keen 
criticism which has cleared up many analogous problems, 
appears to lead to the following reading of the text, 
pHonr p] -nna^-p nisjM-p ^infibn. In justification of 
this see E. Bib., ‘ Tola,’ but note that some details of that 
statement are here rectified. Thus, »■>« vm has almost 
certainly grown out of TTTBN = TitDN, i.e. YirrBN; for this, 
cp. TVT, followed by IBN, in Ps. cxxxii. i f (see Ps. (2) ). 
The next word “DBtzr is an incorrect, and yet (cp. on Gen. 
xxx. 18) natural emendation of YirrBN. The viov tcapie 
or Kaprje which @ Lp ) introduces after viov <f>ova (rwiD), is 
not a corruption of * ben Issachar,’ but represents mp'jl, 
i.e. ‘ ben Korah ’ or ‘ ben Kareah ’ where K. is an early 
expansion of a fragment of ‘ Jerahmeel.’ The puzzles about 
nn now disappear ; so also does the problem created by 
the reference to ‘Tola’s’ residence in MT. Ephraim (cp. 
E. Bib., col. 2293, and Steuernagel, Einwanderung, p. 13). 
It is the southern Ephraim that is meant.—“ppm or (@ A , etc., 
eV tapapeia) j'nom? Note that the ‘sons of Issachar’ in 
Gen. xlvi. 13, Num. xxvi. 23/, are Tola, Puvvah, Job (or 
Jashub = Ishmael), Shimron. Shamir and Shimron may 
have been near together.—‘He judged Israel twenty-three 
years.’ But the original text had ‘ he righted Israel against 
Asshur and Ishmael’ (^nsdbtdi TUBnd). Numerals from 
ethnics, as often, especially in Judges. The very same 
error (ffiStm D'HBs), needing the same correction, occurs in 
1 Chr. ii. 23. 

x. 3-6. At first sight Jair the Gileadite may seem to 
have been invented to account for the name Hawoth-jair. 
One is surprised, however, that no attempt is made to relate 
the details of the conquest of Havvoth-jair. In the next 
section, which is by no means homogeneous, we find the 
conquest of ‘twenty cities’ ascribed to another Gileadite 
named Jephthah. Can these have been the Hawoth-jair, 
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which, though represented in x. 4 as thirty in number, in 
1 Chr. ii. 23 are said to be twenty-three? It would relieve 
the story of Jephthah if either xi. 1-33, or xi. 34-40 could 
be detached from it It was therefore proposed in E. Bib. r 
cols. 2359-2362, to annex xi. 1-33 (in a revised text), 
mutatis mutandis , to the story of Jair. Plausible, however, 
as this may be, so long as the ‘ thirty cities* of x. 4 and 
the ‘ twenty cities* of xi. 3 3 are retained, a searching criticism 
of these pairs of words changes the aspect of the passages, 
and so removes the grounds for the hypothesis. ‘Jair* is 
merely another witness to the warlike capacity of the 
Israelites of Gilead. 

x. 3. ThT, the Gileadite. For a Jair, ben Manasseh, 
see Num. xxxii. 41, Dt iii. 14, Josh. xiii. 30, 1 K. iv. 13 ; 
for a Jair, b. Segub, b. Hezron, 1 Chr. ii. 22 (cp. Steuern. 
Einwand . p. 26); Hezron*s mother is a bath Machir. Most of 
these names—Jair, Gilead, Manasseh, Machir—clearly point 
in the first instance to the south (see on Gen. xxxi. 47 f r 
Dt. iii. 14/); note also ‘ Kamon,* v. 5.—At the close the 
original text had TiIBnd (cp. on v. 2). 

x. 4. A corrupt passage was manipulated by the 
redactor with a truly absurd result Cp. xii. 9, 14. The 
same key opens all three locks; numerals often come 
from ethnics. Read here probably—[^ nsdOT] DH2S if? to 
bworTT' mam '32. Dnis a necessary insertion suggested 
by the || xii. 14. 'dot a gloss or variant; it underlies 
'32 from D '32 (a mark of abbreviation was imagined 
after ' 32 ). hst D' 23 *i represents 'rrT from, as we can see 
from the equally corrupt but more transparent mn 
(cp. on Dt. iii. 14). D^tD, twice over, conceals 

'rrr 'ntD' (gloss); on*?, twice over, and iwip'' also cover 
over W. “ 7^277 . . . DVrr * 72 ? is a redactional insertion, 
based on misunderstanding. For MT.’s 1 thirty 1 (g has 
* thirty-two.* To both numbers the same key applies; 

D'O^tD and D n 3 tD are both current corruptions of 
In 1 Chr. ii. 22, read d^2 lb D-ntfi* nfrrrm. 

x. 5. pop2. 'p must be some important place. The 
name may come from D^np or D^no, which are both 
popular corruptions of 'rrT. Cp. on 2 S. ii. 8 f xvii. 22. 

x. 6-xii. 7. Here again textual criticism throws a 
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welcome light both on the exegesis and on the composition 
of the section. As to xi. 12-28 Holzinger and Budde 
seem right in holding that * the Ammonites * has in some 
places displaced 4 Moab/ and that in v. 15 ‘and the land 
of the Ammonites 1 is an interpolation. But we must go 
farther. As in Num. xxi. ff., appears to have dis¬ 

placed rmp. The negotiations were originally between 
Israel and the king of Missor. Missor, like Moab, appears 
to have worshipped Chemosh. Not impossibly the present 
text of vv. 12-28 has replaced a passage which the redactor 
found illegible (cp. E. Bib ., col. 2361). 

x. 6 ff. Rightly read, N. Arabian ethnics (see E. Bib., 
4 Maon/ end).— 4 The impossible collocation, 44 in that year 
eighteen years ” must be attributed to editorial interpolation 
or composition 9 (Moore). This, however, is not at all 
certain, though as regards nttH it is highly probable. 

The troublesome 4 eighteen years 9 is most probably due to 
editorial misunderstanding of an early gloss. As in iii. 14 both 
ri 3 DtD and TOtD probably represent and mtDS repre¬ 

sents ntitDN. Perhaps we should read 'ottra ijdn SttP ^l“r in 
T intBN, to which 'in thnit pNi 'rrr lisa iwx 'or> \Q-^:rnN 
would be a variant. 

x. 8 / The stream is the 'nv (see on 2 S. 
xvii. 22), the Judah (xv. 9-11, xviii. 12), Benjamin, and 
Ephraim mentioned are in N. Arabia. 

x. 11 f Probably the list is swelled by some corrupt 
doublets, pso may be a repeated }lO£, which word is a 
popular variation of pbox = ^NDnT. @ has M aSia/i,, which 
some critics (including Budde and Moore in SBOT) adopt. 
Against this see E . Bib., 4 Maon/ 

x. 17. mb* probably = 'a 7 TQ (see on 2 S. ii. 8 /, Am. 
vi. 13 /.). nssp. See on Gen. xxxi. 49. 

Chap. xi. See on x. 3-6. ‘Jephthah/ it may be 
added here, is no mythological figure (see Goldziher, 
Hebreiv Mythology, pp. 97 ff.), but the hero of a clan. 
His father was Gilead, his mother an Ishmaelitess, i.e. the 
clan was of mixed origin. His name indicates a Naphtuhite 
connection ; see on Naphtuhim, Gen. x. 13 (N. is one of 
the sons of Misrim), and cp. Nephtoah, Tappuah, also 
Pahath-moab, and the Zerahite name Pethahiah. Expelled 
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(as the folk-story said) by his kinsmen, he took refuge in the 
land of 31 £3, i.e. Sain (see on 2 S. x. 6, and E. Bib., ‘ Tob ’). 
The corruption niTt, from Snsdo ? 1 with feminine ending, 
occurs again in a similar context in i K. xii. 24 b, pre¬ 
supposed by the Tropin) of <g BL ; also in Josh. ii. r, 1 K. 
xxii. 38 (plur.) ; cp. (i S. xvi. 19, xvii. 34), ps, ps, Dm®, 
all from 'd»\ If we keep mnN in v. 2, we must 
suppose that v. 2 is an insertion made after the corruption 
nait had arisen. But arm (cp. 1 Chr. vii. 12, Isa. lxvi. 17, 
Ps. xvi. 4, and D'nrTN DVtSh from W VtSn) is one of the 
mutilations of fjNorrv. V. 2, end, thus obtains a good 
sense, * for thou art the son of a Jerahmeelitess.’ Now we 
see why Jephthah fled to Tob, or rather Tubal, for ‘ Tubal ’ 
anciently meant ‘ Ishmael ’ (cp. ‘ Ethbaal ’). 

xi. 12 f. See on x. 6-xii. 7, and cp. on || passages in 
Num. xx./ — 33. unis; see on Josh. xiii. 9. —rrao; read 
rOSD (cp. on Ezek. xxvii. 17). Perhaps * Abel-beth-maacah ’ 
is meant; in this case it may be = ‘Abel-keramim’ (cp. on 
‘Beth-haccerem,' Jer. vi. 1). t® ffnBM? ‘stands in a sus¬ 
picious place ’ (Moore), and is certainly corrupt. *r® = *nn 
(dittogr.), and D’nBS should be which should be 

joined to rose. D'cnD ^as, i.e. d^pa? Sndjtp, ‘Jerahmeel 
of the Carmites ’; cp on Num. xxii. 24.—37. The difficult 
TiTPl is really a miswritten vram (JE. Bib., col. 2361, 
note s). 

Chap. xii. 1. Read perhaps ‘to Zephath 

(Zarephath),’ assuming that rrD 3 D (xi. 34) is a side-form 
of nos or rani —4. From every point of view a difficult 
passage. Moore, Budde, and Lagrange omit dun .. . non 'O, 
but whether they rightly explain the insertion of these 
words, seems very doubtful. It may be that our key will 
unlock even this troublesome door, tubs in Ps. lvi. 8 (see 
PsS 2) ) probably represents ntns. Here, however, it will 
rather represent mo, ijt. the nahal Ephrath (cp. on Jer. 
xiii. 4), while yion "0 may come from 'naso, i.e. maaso. 
Reading 'b 'o, we may take the words as a variant 

to 'Duf? 'asQ-riN in v. 6 , for I’TT'n, as in x. 8 /., represents 
the 'rrv ^»n3, which was either synonymous with the 
mDM ^na, or might easily have been substituted for it in 
another form of the legend. Dnn possibly represents 
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roson, beside which we have the two variants, D1K 'ol 
and fwsDBP 'ol. (fin from rose, as in Ps. lxxii. 14; Sejm 
from ms, as in Isa. xvii. 3; n©3D from ]DBT = 
as perhaps in Ps. lx. 9.) — 5. JTP, as often, from jrrj\ 

xii. 6. n^3». Was this word merely a chance 
selection? or was it suggested by the neighbourhood of 
the stream (so Lagrange)? The latter theory is the more 
nearly correct. Only, for '© we should read *?!■)© (Gen. 
xxxvi. 20), or even, as in Isa. xxvii. 12, ^m:W 3 B v (of which 
Sn© is a side-form). Note that some of the corruptions 
of' d© 1 {eg. ^od, Ps. lxxxi. 7) ; f?DD, Ezek. viii. 3, 5) have 
D. —The statement (of the redactor?) that forty-two 
thousand Ephraimites fell is due to a misreading of the 
editor. □'Offl'i D'JQIN comes from Smsd© - 1 ns, a geographical 
gloss on 'vn nniSD (see on 2 K. x. 14); s£>n (see on 
viii. 10), from Snd, a fragment of '©\ 

xii. 7. ‘Six years.’ But the original text probably 
had either' d© 1 ©•>«$, or 'offi'DI TIOnd. 

xii. 8. 121 m; @, eo-efivv = )U2M, Gen xlvi. 16, I Chr. 

vii. 7, which should be psi2 (Gen. xxxvi. 2, etc.), i.e. 
^nsd©’’. Cp. }>1M, a place-name in Issachar (see on Josh, 
xix. 20). Hommel ( ap . Ulmer, Die semit. Eigennamen , 
i. 22, note 1) compares * Ibzan ’ with Arabic names. 
Ibzan’s city is Beth-lehem = Beth-jerahmeel (see on Josh, 
xix. 15). 

xii. 9. Read, in accordance with x. 4, xii. 14, y? Vm 
Snsodt '31 [Snsd© 1 ] ©His. What follows is an editorial 
expansion of corrupt forms of 'oW il. JlS© ni 31 seems 
to have come from ^ 3 Mn»M ■' 31 ; now 'n»M is not im¬ 
probably a corruption of 'o©\ JlV© suggested the story 
about marrying his daughters into other families. How 
absurd, indeed, that this should form a judge’s encomium! 
Finally, ‘he judged Israel seven years.’ But with what 
acts did he fill those years ? Probably the text originally 
had 'ottPD / ~i©' l "nN (cp. on x. 2 f, xii. 7). £ 1 © and DIB 
( = JDffl'’) both represent ^msd© 1 ; cp. on vi. 1 . 

xii. 11. The ‘Zebulun’ is in the Negeb. Elon 
(pS-'N = = 'nr) ‘judged Israel ten years.’ But origin¬ 

ally ‘ righted Israel against Asshur and Ishmael ’ (TiBND 
'qBtTi). 
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xii. 14. Cp. on v. 9, x. 4, and read Dnns s >f?T>rrn 
[W>rrT' ^hwmp] orirn ■'33 W ■'ja. OWN, when corrupt, 
generally comes from D'iis, but this word may, just as 
naturally, become □’’Tis. The correction made here enables 
us to restore the lost word in the parallels in v. 9, x. 4.— 

‘ He judged (righted) Israel eight years?’ Originally, it was 
«against the Ishmaelites.’ The same correction as in iii. 8. 

xii. 15. The apparent discrepancy between the positive 
statement that Pirathon was * in the land of Ephraim ’ and 
1 Chr. viii. 23 and viii. 30 ( = ix. 36), where Abdon is 
reckoned as a Benjamite, is dealt with in E. Bib., ‘ Pirathon,’ 
in the main correctly ; the ‘ land of Ephraim ’ spoken of is in 
the Negeb. There is, however, no occasion to suspect the 
form ‘Ephraim’; o-hdn pul and im (from *im 

^NDnT) are parallel. According tp 1 Chr., l.c., Abdon was 
a Benjamite. It is plain, however, from 1 S. ix. 4 that the 
southern Ephraim was near the 'O’D"’ pN—a term which 
may have been equivalent to the original Benjamin. It 
may be added that in 1 Chr. viii. 28 and 32 chvNV is most 
probably a corruption of Wd»\ Thus there is no great 
difference in meaning between Ephraim, Amalekl, and 
Benjamin, pnsna itself probably comes from mSN (cp. 
some readings of ; E. Bib., ‘ Pirathon ’), which is a Negeb 
name. Note the remarkable reading of <® lp (Moore)— iv 
opei E<j>paip iv 7p %eXKr}p,, i.e. ‘■WSDBP pNl D^DH irQ. 
'd»\ as so often, is a synonym of W>m\ 

Chap, xiii-xvi. There are two different strata of 
narrative, in one of which Samson is represented as on 
personal grounds the antagonist of the hostile people, 
while in the other he appears as a specially Israelitish 
champion. 1 That the latter view is the more correct one, 
or at least that Samson was originally the champion of his 
own tribe—Dan, can hardly be doubted. The popular 
humour seized upon him, more than upon any other figure 
in the portrait-gallery, and slightly weakened the character 

1 See xvi. 23-30, and note the description of Samson in xvi. 24, where 
the words ‘he who devastated our country, and who multiplied our 
slain 9 (from an old rhyming passage) seem to point to exploits more 
serious than any of those which have found record. I do not of course 
mean by this to assert the historical character of the hero. 
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appropriate to a hero. The humorous element, however, has 
been exaggerated. At any rate, the story of the foxes and 
that of the jawbone owe their origin, not to the popular wit, 
but to a redactor who worked upon a text which abounded 
in corruptions and was disfigured with glosses. According 
to Winckler ( KAT <8) 219), Samson is purely mythological. 
The present inquiries, however, tend to show that the 
original legend of the Danite deliverer contained no mytho¬ 
logical elements. On this point, and on the scene of the 
stories, which, as well as the name of the. hero, has under¬ 
gone modification, see E. Bib., * Samson ’ § 4. Suffice it to 
add here that the Negeb was always a * bone of contention ’ 
between the Zarephathites (Philistines) or Jerahmeelites 
(' aretlm; 'arammim) and the Israelites who early estab¬ 
lished themselves—but with much difficulty_in the N. 

Arabian borderland. The latter by their origin were half 
Jerahmeelites, and, to judge from the evidence before us, 
bore names which indicated this fact. Such a name is* 
* Shimshon,’ when rightly understood ; for, like ‘ Shimshai ” 

this name indicates that its bearer is an Ishmaelite (i.e. _a 

man of the Negeb; see on xiii. 24). That the corruption is 
a very early one, may be granted; such corruptions mostly 
are very early. That it has also been found far away from 
the Negeb (Hilprecht, in Ges.-Bu. Z 6 ib), as Samsanu, is 
also not surprising. N. Arabian names spread widely, as 
a consequence of popular migrations, and often assumed 
the same corrupt forms as in the Negeb or in Canaan. 

xiii. 1. nam D'HIh, as in iii. 11, v . 31, viii. 28, from 
bhWDar D-ais, a twofold gloss on DTim^a. — 2 . Originally 
not THM but ^hditp ; see on 1 S. i. 1.—For mns origin¬ 
ally perhaps stood nvk or tod ; see E. Bib., «Zorah.’—For 
W nnsijtep (so xviii. 11) one might read p'rsn ntmp (cp. 
1 K. xvii. 9), a variant to mrrao. See Josh. xi. 8, xiii. 6, 
where rviDltDO = nms, and cp. on xviii. 11 (xvii. 7), and 
E. Bib., ‘Tribes, § 1. Elsewhere, however (see on Joel 
iv. 4, 6, and especially Gen. x. 15) pT% as well as ns, to, 
probably comes from tod, U the N. Arabian Musri, and 
it is probable that both in our passage and in 1 K. xvii. 9 it 
was not Zidon or the Zidonians, but Missor or the Misrites 
who were spoken of.—rrop. Connected with the Negeb 
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names * Manahath ’ and ‘ Manahathite(s) ’; see E. Bib., 
s.v. —3. rnrp ,i.e. /- > ^nditp (see on ii. 1). 

xiii. 14. For pVT JB 3 read jp; ]B 1 ‘ the vine of Jaman ’ 
( = Jerahmeel). See on Num. vi. 4. 

xiii. 18/ '<nbo Him. Siegfried-Stade remark, * ''n^B is 
causelessly questioned by tradition, and replaced by •bq ’; 
cp. on cxxxix. 6. Certainly such a word is in itself 
possible, but is not in this context probable. To tell 
Manoah that the divine name had extraordinary powers, 
was quite unnecessary; hence in a parallel case (Gen. 
xxxii. 30) the divine being is content with simply saying, 
‘ Why dost thou ask,’ etc. We have also to deal with the 
fact that in v. 19 there are the troublesome words 
TfVDsb, which even such able critics as Moore and Budde 
have failed to explain quite satisfactorily, though Budde 
(after Bertheau) recognises the connection between these 
words and the '>n £ ?b wrp of v. 18. The truth seems to 
be that a glossator has been at the pains to tell us the 
name of the divinity. is one of the current alterations 

of ^ND[m''] or £ 7 N[s]o[m'’]; see on v. 8, xv. 15, Josh, 
xviii. 28. So here WS represents ; the name 

* Jerahmeel ’ is used for the fuller name Yahwfe-Jerahmeel 
(see on Gen. ii. 4 b). In v. 19 mtesS N' ,t ?BO'i[n] surely 
represents [^N»our] Kin. Both verses preserve the 

same ancient gloss, ‘ It (i.e. the divine name) is Jerahmeel ’; 
in v. 19 the synonymous ‘ Ishmael ’ is added (cp. on vi. 24). 

xiii. 24. p»am. Originally p^Nsaup (see on chaps. 
xiii.-xvi., end). Cp. * Jair ’ = ‘ Jerahmeelite ’; * Gideon ’ from 
Gil'adon = ‘ a man of Gilead.’ 

xiii. 25. For prrranal read jmrooi (see S. A. Cook’s 
article * Mahaneh-dan,’ in E. Bib., iii.). 

Chap. xiv. 1. If Zorah is in the Negeb, so also is 
Timnah (cp. on Gen. xxxviii. 12), which, indeed, in the 
period described, was Zarephathite (Philistine).—3. D'^nvn. 
From D^NDm 1 , a gloss on DTiB^B. Cp. on 1 S. xiv. 4/, 6. 
—5. ‘ The vineyards of Timnah.’ See on Ps. civ. 15 a. —19. 
pVp®N- See on i. 18, Am. i. 8. 

Chap. xv. 4. ‘ L’idde d’attacher deux b£tes par la queue 

a quelque chose d’&range’ (Lagr.). S. Reinach (Revue archtol. 
xli. 273) sees in the foxes of Samson a legend which replaces 
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the ritual sacrifice of the fox; the genius of the harvest 
burning in place of the harvest itself. See also E, Bib,, col. 
1563. But as in the case of the jawbone, the story is really 
based on corruptions of the text which lay before the narrator. 
For tfbsfW ... 'lib'! read 'spn. The continuation 

is in v, 8 a, which originally ran WD] DmN > 

‘Cush* and ‘Jerahmeel' are glosses ( E. Bib,, col. 4270).— 
9, 14, 19. 'Tib; 'Tib no*! ( v . 17). Here, as in Gen. xvi. 14, 
2 S. xxiii. 11, there can be no doubt that [n]TT^ is a corrup¬ 
tion of ^onr. See notes on these passages, and E . Bib,, 
‘Lehi/—15 f On the jawbone story see E, Bib,, ‘Jawbone, 
Ass's/ but note that the Assyriological explanation there 
proposed will (as in so many other cases) only hold if we 
regard the present form of the text as original. As remarked 
above, the present story was suggested to a redactor by a 
corruption of the text. The original account of the fruitless 
binding of Samson probably had nothing about a jawbone, 
and simply said ; cp. 2 S. xxiii. 10. Then 

followed Samson's exclamation probably in this form— 
S«DriT BTN 'TPDn Snorm, * In Jerahmeel have I smitten 
men of Jerahmeel/ or—for a more striking sense—fwonTTPl 
'in, ‘ By (the help of) Yah-Jerahmeel have I smitten/ etc. 
This assumes as correct the plausible hypothesis (see on Gen. 
ii. 4) that the pre-exilic Israelites identified Yahwfe with 
Jerahmeel (or, more strictly, Jarham). For Yion = 'rrp, cp. 
on Gen. xxxiii. 19, 1 S. xvi. 20; for trmDn -non, on Judg. 
v. 30 (D^nofn . . . Horn); for am t\btt, 1 S. iv. 10, vi. 19 
(where, however, read ms&arO.—17. ntn, as usual, is an 
early shortened form of Like 'Tib it attained an 

independent existence; hence its combination with 'T\b 
became possible.—18. D^WT, as usual, = —19. 

Sprr Budde would read treating as redactional. 

But the original story probably had mm The 

omission of mm may be as accidental as @'s omission of 
Kvpio? (before o 0 e 6 <$) in Gen. vii. 1, viii. 21, ix. 12. dt&n 
for 'rm, as in xx. 2.—NYipTj ps, as if * spring of the caller/ 
But trip (in different verbal forms) often represents 'rm (see 
on x. 4, Isa. xxxiv. 12, 2 S. xv. 11, Ezek. xxiii. 23), and 
so here ‘ En-hakkore * no doubt comes from * En-jerahmeel/ 
Against the rendering ‘ partridge - spring/ see E, Bib,, 
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‘ Partridge.’—20. nao D'HBS, probably from as 

in iv. 3. A gloss on D^nm^D, like cfas, i-e. 'nr. 

Chap. xvi. 3. Our key seems to the present writer to 
be the only one which will open this lock. TWT "ISBQ, as 
Moore perceives, is impossible, and though he does not 
expressly question ”)tmnrm, yet he remarks very justly 
that Hithp. of unn occurs nowhere else, and that Hiph. 
is usual. The truth is that all between the first and the 
second nW>rr^3 is a corrupt gloss. Read 'nr 
nanalMH, ‘in Asshur of Jerahmeel, in Ashhur’ (YiniBNl is 
a variant to .VlT 'ffiNl). This defines broadly the situation 
of the city called nw. and n?na are rightly supplied 

by Moore in SBOT from <3 and <® AL , etc., respectively.] 
For pun read man'] (see on Gen. xxiii. 2, xxxvii. 14). 

xvi. 4. p-fito. Perhaps ihnm = TintfH. Cp. on Jer. ii. 18, 
Josh. xiii. 3. Note that nw, whither Samson also went, was 
probably in Ashhur (see preceding note). 

xvi. 23. prj; see on 1 S. v. 1-5. Lagrange remarks 
(Rel. stm. p. 131), ‘ An extreme scepticism on the subject of 
the fish-Dagon is just now prevalent. There is no good 
reason for this doubt. Since the coins represent the god 
of Ascalon under this form (of a fish), we have here a 
decisive coincidence with conclusions already reached respect¬ 
ing the form of the Ascalonite Dagon of the Bible narrative 
(1 S. v. 3 f.).’ Lagrange’s view is plausible so long as we 
retain the view that = Gaza, and that the city to which 
the ark was brought (see I S. v. 1 ff-) was Ashdod, or, we 
may say, so long as the land of DTM&D is supposed to be the 
maritime plain from Joppa in the north to the desert south of 
Gaza. But if the dti»Sb of the OT. texts are a N. Arabian 
population—the Zarephathites,—and if TO is the second 
name of a N. Arabian city, and miW in I S. v. a corruption 
of it becomes improbable that the pl*r of Judg. and 

I S. is a fish-god, and even very possible that prr is corrupt. 
That there was a temple of a god Dagon at Ashdod in 
Maccabaean times (1 Macc. x. 83) is not denied, and this 
enables us to account for the representation in 1 S. v. 1-5. 
More than this we can hardly say. Moore (E. Bib., col. 
985) has already pointed out how slender at present is the 
basis for identifying ‘ the Philistine Dagon ’ with the Baby- 
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Ionian Dagan. Nor does the occurrence of Beth-dagon as 
a place-name in Judah (Josh. xv. 41) and in Asher (Josh, 
xix. 27) prove that the form Dagon is correct any more 
than it proves the prevalence of early Dagon-worship beyond 
the limits of ‘ Philistia.’ It appears that Dagon was the chief 
god of the Zarephathite (Philistine) confederacy. But the 
name may, as I have remarked, reasonably be questioned. 
We should expect it to be a supplement of Baal, and if so, 
the nearest name to Dag-on is certainly Gad. Thrice in 
Joshua (xi. 17, xii. 7, xiii. 5) we meet with a place Baal-gad 
in the valley of (the southern) Lebanon, and in Isa. lxv. 11 
we find the religious adherents of the Shimronites of the 
Negeb (not the Samaritans) accused of worshipping Gad. 
Perhaps Dagon should be Gadon. Cp. on Gen. xxx. 11. 

Chap. xvii. f. A story designed to dehort faithful 
Israelites from frequenting the Jerahmeelite sanctuary at 
Dan, which was founded with a stolen idol and with a run¬ 
away Levite for its first priest, and in total disregard of the 
claims of the sanctuary at Shiloh (xviii. 31). In its present 
form (even if we adopt the results of a searching textual 
criticism) the narrative is probably late; it implies that the 
unfavourable view of the Jerahmeelite sanctuaries expressed 
by Amos (Am. viii. 14) had become a received part of 
Israelitish orthodoxy, and the effort to stem the tide of N. 
Arabian heathenism reminds one of a vehement address of 
‘ Malachi ’ (Mai. ii. 10-16, revised text, see p. 195). There 
may, however, be an underlying ancient narrative describing 
the conquest of Laish by the Danites, and even if the story 
as it stands be late, it was still possible for a narrator to 
supply, or rather to retain, a Jerahmeelite background. For 
the scene of the whole story is laid in N. Arabia. Note 
also that the narrator is acquainted with the fact that one of 
the chief centres of the Levites was at Zarephath, so closely 
connected by tradition with Moore. See E. Bib., * Moses,’ 
§ 17; ‘ Micah,’ 2; ‘ Tribes,’§ 4, with note 1 (col. 5204); 
' Zarephath ’ (end). Lagrange (pp. 293 ff.) has rightly seen 
that the narrator is by no means indifferent to idolatry; 
‘toute cette histoire marque un blime discret, mais tr£s 
caract£ristique.’ 

xvii. 1. ‘Mt. Ephraim.’ See on 1 S. i. 1 f _7 f. 



xviu. 28 judges 487 

TJ«7©. Why not yto®? Read ; a gloss on onb. 

So, too, in w. 8 f, rmn 1 , as elsewhere, = W If so, for 
rmrr nnb JY>3D we should read simply 'm 1 rPlD.—For 
rmrp nriDmpD (impossible; see Budde) read probably 
'rrv nsmo. Cp. on bd»d p», Gen. xiv. 7. So in v. 9. Cp. 
E. Bib.,' Micah,’ 2 ; * Moses,’ §17. Observe that ‘ Zarephath 
of Jerahmeel’ = ‘ Zarephath of the Zidonians,’ ‘Zidonians’ 
being = ‘ Misrites ’ (see on xiii. 2).—For DBnl wn read 
; ■'3 = 0. Cp. xviii. 30. Nearly so Bennett, Exp. 
1898, p. 78. ■''b Nim and nnm NVT are alternative readings. 

Chap, xviii. The scene is in the Negeb; the .Danites 
are at first at Zorah and Eshtaol (see on xiii. 2, Josh. xv. 33). 
DrrrapD comes from dot mspa, i.e. ^anr "nrtmND; cp. on 
1 K. xii. 32 ; also on msp, Ps. lxv. 9 .— 2. Read DnnnUJDD 
(@ Moore). 

xviii. 7. See on 1 S. xviii. 17. V. yb has re¬ 

ceived a number of accretions (glosses). First comes rami 1 
D' , a*rs BDWD3 ntilS. Budde would fain assign this to a 
second source called B. But mm 1 , ntO, and DDffiD are (as 
experience elsewhere suggests) corruptions of SnsdB 1 , rVQm, 
and riins respectively. The four words quoted are a gloss, 
telling us what ‘ the people within it ’ was, viz. * Ishmaelites 
(or) Rehobothites, like Zarephath of the Zidonians.’ Next, 
•m cnv pm in D , *^ 3 DTW. Here, too, we can probably, 
using parallels elsewhere, restore the original, which is 
[D 1 ]!*]? D^HDJp). This is a gloss on D’JTS in 
the next clause,—* Jerahmeelites, Arabians, in the land of 
Asshur.’ Lastly, Bfirw nnVr» Tm This comes from 
q-jn-qs a*jjj, i.e. ‘Arabia, Jerahmeel, the people of 

Aram,’ a shortened form of the second gloss. Thus v. 7, 
without the glosses, becomes * And the five men departed, 
and came to Laish, and saw the people therein (who were) 
quiet and secure (cp. v. 27); they were far from the 
Zidonians,’ or, if we doubt a Zidon in the Negeb, 1 from the 
Misrites’ (cp. on xiii. 2). We are thus relieved from the 
trouble of explaining -m ttnv, on which see Yahuda, ZA 
xvL 249. 

xviii. 28. DTN-DS onb-p* ■O-n ; see on v. 7.—For pma 
read rgsD3, cp. on Ps. lx. 8).—30 /. Regardless of the ark 
at Shiloh, the Danites set up Micah’s pesel, and initiate a 
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cultus, which continued till the ark was carried away, and 
(presumably) the little sanctuary as well as the great was 
destroyed. The priesthood remained in the family of the 
original Levite who (see on xvii. 7) came from a city con¬ 
nected with the Moses-tradition—Zarephath. We are 
here told the Levite’s name—Jonathan, b. Gershom, b. 
Mosheh. Jonathan is a N. Arabian name (for ‘ Nathan,’ see 
on 2 S. v. 14; ‘Jeho’ probably represents in' 1 = Vrp); 
‘Gershom’ represents tnttn = mnffiN, ‘one belonging to 
Ashhur’; ‘Mosheh’ (from ; see on Ex. ii. 10). 

Even if, contrary to the general voice, we read r»B>3D (see 
Moore, SBOT), it makes no difference, ©ao being = JDB>, i.e. 
^nsd©\— an ‘impossible’ reading (Lagr., who infers 
•>r$n from (g’s tov Aav). Read pmn (Kimhi, Houb., 
Krochmal, Bleek), out of which easily arose.—31. 

‘Shiloh.’ See on 1 S. i. 3. Smend reads rrarSa (ZATW 
xxii. 159 ff.). 

Chap. xix.-xxi. A story, not without mythic elements, 
relative to a shameful act performed in a district of the 
Jerahmeelite Negeb, and comparable to that hinted at in 
the story of Sodom and Gomorrah. The object of the 
present narrator is to warn his countrymen against the in¬ 
fection of the immoralities attributed rightly or wrongly to 
the Jerahmeelites. 1 For Stucken’s view of the mythological 
element in xix. 15-30 and Gen. xix. 1-11 see E. Bib., 
‘ Sodom,’ § 9. Note also that there may have been a con¬ 
fusion between pcaa (Benjamin) and jpj-p = ^NortT-p. rmrr 

rmrp onS TYQ (Bethlehem-judah) may have come from 
m (rmrr = Worm, a gloss on on^»). The ‘ Gibeah ’ 
of the story was perhaps the Jerahmeelite Geba (Gibeah ?) 
in 2 S. v. 25 (cp. v. 22). The ‘Bethel’ in xx. 18 is the 
southern Bethel, repeatedly spoken of by Amos. Cp. on 
xxi. 19. 

xix. x. -13. v£> am. But ‘observe (1) that the Levitical 
origin of the man has no significance in this narrative, and 
(2) that the designation v£> only occurs twice (xix. 1, xx. 4), 
and each time with the plain am, amn, which everywhere 

1 The connection with the Sodom-story has often been observed 
(e.g. by H. P. Smith, Old Test. History, 1903, p. 45), but with in¬ 
sufficient clearness as regards the motive of the narrator. 



XX. I 


JUDGES 489 

else is used for him ’ (Budde, p. 127). We are not, however, 
to infer from this that '*b in xix. 1 and vfen in xx. 4 are 
redactional insertions (so Bu.). This would, if I may say so, 
be too superficial a criticism. Rather read, for " l 'ib UFN (v. 1), 
and for ''bn (xx. 4), These words 

were written indistinctly, and the redactor, by a not unnatural 
conjecture, read as we have it in MT. 

xix. 2, end. ‘ And was there some time, four months.’ 
Moore remarks, * The last words are in loose apposition, and 
may perhaps be a gloss (cp. xx. 47).’ Budde suspects that 
words from two sources have been combined. Rather, n&ViN 
D'Bnn comes from TintpN t.e. ‘ Ashhurite-Arabia,’ a gloss 
on rvi (so read, as in xvii. 7 ff .; see note). Cp. on 

xx. 47. 

xix. 10If. It is usually held that ‘ Jehus’ is a pseudo¬ 
archaism, invented by later writers who, from the designation 
of the people of Jerusalem as Jebusites, inferred that the city 
was once called ‘ Jebus.’ This new dogma of criticism turns 
out to be ill-founded, or, at the very least, inaccurately 
expressed. Read fwpijtfr; NV 7 d>Q\ DT, »2 \ and Ifir are 
all current corruptions of Snsdot (see on Josh. xv. 8).—14. 
The southern Benjamin is meant (cp. on Jer. vi. 1).—29. 
' In (or through) all the territory of Israel.’ So 1 S. xi. 7. 
In both passages the Israelitish territory in the Negeb (with 
the Caleb region around Hebron ?) is meant—‘ Gibeah.’ See 
above, on chaps. xix.-xxi. 

Chap. xx. i. ‘From Dan to Beer-sheba,’ according to 
Budde, is an ancient expression belonging to an older 
narrative worked up by a post-exilic editor. H. W. Hogg, 
on the basis of a general survey of the occurrences, doubts 
the "antiquity of the phrase, and sees no reason to sever it 
from its ‘ post-exilic context’ The remarks that * the earlier 
sources do not countenance any such fantastic conception as 
that of a gathering of all Israel from Dan to Beersheba in 
the pre-monarchic ag e* (Expos., Dec. 1898, p. 414). But 
the phrase most probably is an early one; it means the 
whole of the Israelitish Negeb (see on 2 S. iii. 10). It was 
from N. Arabia that all the freemen of Israel assembled (cp. 
on Josh. xxiv. I, 2 S. ii. 8/, v. 1, 1 K. viii. 65). Possibly 
-rsSirr pN is a gloss on 21® -wantfi po*>; in Dt xxxiv. 1 
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we find the phrase * all the land of Gilead unto Dan.’ • In 
2 S. in 9, however, * Gilead ’ seems to represent a district 
in the borderland.—2. The tribes of Israel , i.e. in the 
Negeb. So w. 10, 12, xxi. 5, 8, 15. See on 2 S. xv. 2, 
Ps. cxxii. 3.—ovjfwrr or ^>npi. Mic. ii. 5, mrr bnpi, is 
not quite parallel. In the historic style we expect Srrpl 
as 1 K. viii. 14, 55. Probably we should read ^npi 
^nottp DS. Cp. 2 S. xiv. 13 where, for dv£>n read 

W DJr^s.—‘Four hundred thousand footmen who drew 
sword.’ In vii. 3, viii. 10, 1 S. xi. 8, 2 S. xxiv. 9, and even 
Ex. xii. 37, the numbers of the warriors are, partly or alto¬ 
gether, due to corruption. So it is here. V. 2 b has grown 
out of ['nr 'otp] nsSl *?NDnT a*w, i.e. * Arab-jerah- 

meel (and)' Gilead,’ a gloss on the geographical statement in 
v. 1. See especially on viii. 10, and below on w. 15-17.— 
9. ^TCQ ; untranslatable. None of the expedients pro¬ 
posed (Moore, Budde, Lagr.) are adequate. Both Tvbs and 
^Tlll (cp. on Ps. xvi. 5^) may be corruptions of ^HDm\ 
Read, therefore, • 'rrp nsmf?. ‘ Gibeath-jerahmeel ’ appears 
in MT. as Gibeath ha-elohim (a corruption ; see on 1 S. x. 5, 
where 'in “itON is a gloss). This will do, if Gibeah of Benjamin 
and Gibeah of Jerahmeel are identical.—11. For □’'-an read 
von (Budde).—14. For tynsrno read *?NDrrm Cp. on 
xvii. 8.—15-17. Much corrupted. For the key to the main 
part of it, see on v. 2 b. In v. 15 read ^NDnVD . . . vi^nmi 
-fillip, nt&ffl represents a dittographed and 

also sltD and urw also (see on 1 S. xxviii. 8) •'lurfe], 
represent im, Tib, and TITO (?) 1 come from 'nr 

('dbf, being a synonym of this, may be omitted). HiOin is, 
of course, redactional. In v. 16 note that (@f, Vg., Pesh. (see 
Moore) are without Yini . . . Sdd ; the words may be a 
gloss (see Lagr.), iVD'j-'p ‘ left-handed,’ is explained as 
an insertion from iii. 15, perhaps made ‘ by some one who 
took ~it3N [as Lagr. does now] in the sense d/i^oTepoBe^io^.' 
Budde, however, retains the words ; a fusion of Ehud and 
David, which created a model troop of 700 left-handed 
slingers, was quite within the range of a Midrash. Note, 
however, the clan-name hsn in Ezra ii. 16, etc. Possibly it 


1 am and una, however, may represent fni]am 



XX. 45 


49 1 


JUDGES 

comes from nipisj, while ira? (with or without t) may repre¬ 
sent ^Nam\ ’ Then comes a statement relative to the feats 
of the Benjamite slingers who could sling a stone at a hair 
and not miss. But why should this * fabulous markmanship ’ 
(Moore) be introduced here? Now it so happens that 
several words in this passage may, according to parallels, 
easily be corruptions. pun ibp may (see on Zech. ix. 15) 
come from ^NDnT '>31; mv© may (see on Ps. xl. 13) repre¬ 
sent TintjJN; ncdjt tb may (cp. Wmp'') come from ^»am\ 
Thus, omitting dittogr&phs and synonyms, we get for v. 16b, 
Yin©Nl VlT ■'31 'nr 1 mDNO, and the result is that, according 
to the original story, the b’ne Binyamln came from Jerah- 
meel, Asshur, andEphrath-jerahmeel, or, as a gloss expressed 
it, they were Jerahmeelites and Asshurites. . No wonder, then, 
remembering the Jerahmeelite story of Sodom (see E. Bib., 
* Sodom ’), that a' legend represents the Benjamites as liable 
to transgressions of the sacred law of hospitality. But we 
have still to solve the problem of v. 17. On p'oao “rif? 
Moore comments thus, ‘The author’s conception of the 
solidarity of Israel is such that he thinks it necessary formally 
to except Benjamin from the general levy raised against that 
tribe ’! Late writers were not as stupid as this ; we must 
look farther. Applying our key, it seems probable that 
this troublesome poao *T1^ comes from p;-p ^Nonr, a 
combination of two glosses, and that the text (apart from 
glosses) originally ran thus, bNDJTP 13VD Viinnn BWi, 
ijt. ‘ the men of Israel joined together (coming) from Jerah¬ 
meelite Arabia ’ (cp. the revised text of xx. 2). ©•>« prob¬ 

ably = -now ; nDn?D = 'rrr> (cp. on Ps. Ixxvi. 4).—18, 26, 
31. The southern Beth-el (see on i. 22).—21, 25, 35, 44. 
Correct according to preceding parallels. In v. 44 note the 
use of riN before a nominative. Moore accounts for this 
as a late linguistic usage. But ns, like fanriN in 
1 K. xvi. 31, and (probably) bpn in Dan. v. 25, comes from 
—33. t.e. transposing, £ ?ndjtt' np> Cp. on 

iii. 13, 2 S. xii. 23; see also E. Bib., ‘Baal-tamar.—45. 
pain J&d, as elsewhere (see on i. 35), = *?«»©»’, 

here" perhaps, a district-name, qualified by pm[n].—DSrjrTO. 
Read, perhaps, cp. <® AL yeXaaS, and on 

pyta, vi. 11. Or else from mnn = ^NariT; cp. on train, 
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2 S. xxi. 19.— 46. Redactional (cp. z/. 35, in spite of the 
extra / 100 men*).— 47. tr&nn nsmw == Tintm* ms, as in 
xix. 3. 

CHAP. xxi. 12. For p2D originally stood tDp.—19. 
The very full account of the situation of Shiloh (* which is 
on the north of Bethel/ etc.) is quite reconcilable with the 
view here taken (p. 488) of the scene of the narrative (see 
on 1 S. i. 3).. It may be added that the text underlying 
the MT. of 1 S. i. 9 furnishes another geographical state¬ 
ment ; the words rrntt) ’nriN'l (jocularly referred to by Wellh. 
TBS , p. 25) really, according to parallels, represent Yint&N 
SwdQT, 4 Ashhur-jerahmeel.’ These words are a gloss, so 
that we need not wonder at their non-representation in (g. 
The final redactor of the Hebrew text, in the interests of 
the widely ^spread Jewish * church/ sought perhaps to efface 
what he thought superfluous references to the N. Arabiah 
borderland. 4 Lebonah/ Cp. nnib, Sam., Num. xxxiii. 20 
(@ Xe/jLcova and Xeficova ); also on the Laban-story in 
Genesis, and on 4 Laban/ Dt. i. 1. 4 
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